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SUMMARY 


PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 

The  site  of  the  proposed  Levi's  Plaza  project  is  at  the 
eastern  foot  of  Telegraph  Hill,  adjacent  to  the  waterfront, 
in  northeast  San  Francisco. 

The  proposed  nine-acre  project  site  is  bounded  by  Union 
Street  on  the  south;  Sansome  Street  and  the  foot  of  Telegraph 
Hill  on  the  west;  Chestnut,  Lombard,  and  Greenwich  Streets 
on  the  north;  and  Montgomery  Street,  Sansome  Street,  The 
Embarcadero,  and  Front  Street  on  the  east. 

The  project  sponsor,  BJW,  Assoc.,  with  offices  in  San  Francisco, 
desires  to  provide  office  space  and  parking  for  Levi  Strauss 
employees  and  other  tenants  in  the  project  area.     The  firm 
seeks  to  maintain  a  diversity  of  land  uses  within  the  pro- 
ject area  by  constructing  housing  and  related  commercial 
facilities. 

The  corporate  headquarters  of  Levi  Strauss  &  Co.,  currently 
located  at  the  Embarcadero  Center,  desires  to  relocate  to 
the  four-square-block  portion  of  the  proposed  project  that 
is  bounded  by  Sansome,  Union,  Front,  and  Greenwich  Streets. 

The  proposed  Levi's  Plaza  project  would  contain  the  following: 


Some  825,000  square  feet  of  office  space. 

Some  31,000  square  feet  of  commercial  retail  area 
containing  a  convenience-food  store,  a  bank,  restau- 
rants and  miscellaneous  retailers. 

About  370,000  square  feet  of  area  for  approximately 
1,179  parking  spaces. 

370  condominium  dwellings  containing  370,000  square 
feet  gross  floor  area. 


1.  Block  A,  bounded  by  Sansome,  Filbert,  Battery,  and  Union 
Streets,  would  contain  a  seven-story  office  building.  The 
focal  point  of  the  structure  would  be  a  seven-story  glass 
core.     Parking  for  approximately  150  cars  would  be  located 
in  the  basement  level.     The  Cargo  West  Building,  a  two-story 

•  brick,  landmark  building  measuring  approximately  45  feet 
square,  located  at  the  intersection  of  Union  and  Battery 
Streets,  would  be  retained.  Filbert  Street,  between  Battery 
and  Sansome  Streets  would  be  closed  to  vehicular  traffic 
and  left  open  to  the  use  of  pedestrians  between  Blocks  A 
and  B. 

2.  Block  B,  bordered  by  Sansome,  Greenwich,  Battery,  and 
Filbert  Streets  would  contain  a  five-story  office  structure. 
Its  eastern  wall  would  be  aligned  with  the  glass  atrium  of 

*  Building  A,  and  form  an  arcade  walkway  with  the  existing 
landmark  Italian  Swiss  Colony  Building  on  the  eastern  por- 
tion of  the  block,  to  be  renovated  for  use  as  office  space, 

3.  Block  C,  bounded  by  Battery,  Filbert,  Front,  and  Union 
Streets,  would  contain  a  four-story  office  building.  Filbert 
Street,  between  Front  and  Battery  Streets  would  be  closed 

to  vehicular  traffic  and  left  open  for  the  use  of  pedestrians 
between  Blocks  C  and  D. 

4.  Block  D,  bounded  by  Battery  Street,  Greenwich  Street, 
The  Embarcadero,  and  Filbert  Street,  would  be  developed  as 
part  of  a  150,000  square-foot,  landscaped,  pedestrian  plaza. 
The  office  structures  would  partially  enclose  the  plaza,  with 
main  building  entrances  oriented  toward  it.     As  noted.  Filbert 
Street  between  Sansome  and  Front  Streets  would  be  closed  to 
vehicular  traffic,  left  open  to  pedestrians,  and  incorporated 
into  the  design  of  the  plaza. 

5.  Block  E,  bounded  by  the  foot  of  Telegraph  Hill  on  the 
west,  on  the  north  by  Greenwich  Street,  and  on  the  east  by 
Sansome  Street,  would  contain  a  four-story  structure  for 
computer  support,  research  and  storage  functions. 
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6.  Block  F,  bounded  by  the  foot  of  Telegraph  Hill  on  the 
south  and  west,  and  Lombard,  Sansome  and  Greenwich  Streets, 
would  be  developed  with  a  three-story,  above  grade,  parking 
structure.     The  parking  structure  would  serve  as  a  base 
(podium)   for  the  construction  of  two  buildings,  one  nine 
levels  and  the  other  four  levels,  containing  a  total  of 
approximately  201  condominium  dwellings.     The  uncovered  roof 
of  the  parking  structure  would  be  landscaped  with  trees, 
shrubs,  and  walkways. 

7.  Block  G,  bounded  by  Telegraph  Hill  on  the  west.  Chest- 
nut, Montgomery,  and  Lombard  Streets,  would  contain  a  nine- 
story  structure  with  approximately  169  condominium  dwellings. 
Parking  for  150  cars  would  be  provided  in  the  structure. 

Phase  I  construction,  to  extend  through  1980,  would  include 
development  of  Blocks  A,  D,  E,  and  G,  a  portion  of  Block  F 
and  renovation  of  the  Italian  Swiss  Colony  Building  and  the 
Cargo  West  Building.     Phase  II,  to  continue  through  1981, 
would  include  development  of  Blocks  B  and  C  and  the  completion 
of  Block  F  and  would  begin  at  the  conclusion  of  Phase  I. 

Total  cost  of  the  entire  project  is  estimated  at  approxi- 
mately $60,000,000. 

The  following  impacts  and  mitigation  measures  would  be  asso- 
ciated with  the  completed  project: 

IMPACTS  AND  MITIGATION  MEASURES 
A.      Geology  and  Seismicity 

Impact:  In  the  event  of  ear thshaking ,  structures 

located  near  the  base  of  Telegraph  Hill  would 
be  susceptible  to  loose  gravel  and  boulders 
falling  down  the  Hill. 


Mitigation:     A  wall  would  be  constructed  at  the  base  of 
Telegraph  Hill  in  the  southwest  corner  of 
Block  G  to  catch  falling  debris  and  prevent 
contact  with  nearby  structures. 


B.     Atmosphere,  Air  Quality 

Impact:  Wind  speeds  sufficiently  high  to  cause  dis- 

comfort would  occur  in  the  proposed  park  on 
Block  D  approximately  20%  of  the  time  during 
summer  months,  5-15%  of  the  time  during  spring 
and  fall,  and  less  than  5%  of  the  time  in 
winter . 

Mitigation:     Trees  and  other  vegetation  in  the  northwest 

portion  of  the  proposed  park  would  be  installed 
to  reduce  wind  velocity. 


C.  Noise 

Impact:  During  construction  some  disruption  due  to 

noise  would  be  expected. 

Mitigation:     Beyond  meeting  the  requirements  of  the  San 
Francisco  Noise  Ordinance  relating  to  con- 
struction noise,  the  mitigation  of  construc- 
tion noise  impacts  could  best  be  accomplished 
by  the  use  of  acoustical  shielding  of  the 
pile  driver,  which  is  not  planned. 


D.     Visual  Quality 

Impact:  Construction  of  the  nine-story  condominium 

to  the  north  of  Telegraph  Hill  would  partially 
obstruct  views  north  from  lower  elevations 
of  Telegraph  Hill  toward  Telegraph  Landing 
and  portions  of  the  Bay  beyond. 
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Mitigation: 


The  project  sponsor  would  locate  the  struc- 
ture toward  the  west  portion  of  the  site, 
near  the  steeper,  undeveloped  slopes  of  Telegraph 
Hill,  to  reduce  view  blockage. 


E.    Historical  and  Archaeological  Resources 
Impact: 


Mitigation: 


Impact: 


Mitigation: 


It  would  be  difficult  to  dismantle  and  rebuild 
the  remaining  Pioneer  Warehouse  wall  in  a 
new  location. 

An  expert  in  architectural  masonry  reconstruc- 
tion would  be  employed  as  a  consultant  and 
supervisor  in  the  relocation  process. 

Adverse  impacts  of  construction  on  potential 
subsurface  cultural  resources  would  vary 
according  to  the  type  of  construction  to  be 
performed  and  the  type  of  remains  that  may 
lie  beneath  the  surface. 

A  testing  program,  designed  to  maximize  the 
probability  of  accurate  location  of  Gold  Rush 
ship  remains  before  construction,  would  be 
undertaken  where  archival  study  and  analysis 
show  the  highest  historical  archaeological 
potential.     If  a  find  were  made,  the  State 
Historic  Preservation  Officer  would  be  notified, 
to  enable  him  to  determine  the  significance 
of  the  find  with  respect  to  the  National  Reg- 
ister of  Historic  Place  standards. 


F.  Energy 
Impact: 


The  project  would  use  some  39.8  billion  Btu 
of  fuel  oil  per  year   (approximately  6,800 
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barrels).     Approximately  25  million  kwh  of 
electricity  would  be  consumed  annually  by 
the  proposed  project. 


Mitigation:     Project  design  would  comply  with  new  state 
energy  conservation  standards. 

G.  Transportation 

Impact:  Traffic  flow  on  Sansome  Street  between  Lombard 

and  The  Embarcadero  would  be  worse  during 
peak  hours. 

Traffic  on  Battery  between  Union  and  Broadway 
would  be  worse  during  peak  hours. 

There  would  be  a  potential  traffic  conflict 
resulting  from  vehicles  exiting  from  the  garage 
onto  Sansome,  then  attempting  right  turns 
onto  Lombard. 

Mitigation:     A  garage  exit  should  be  provided  at  the  Green- 
wich stub.     Exiting  vehicles  destined  for 
Battery  Street  should  be  encouraged  to  use 
this  exit. 

Impact:  There  would  be  a  permanent  loss  of  about  612 

parking   (545  off-street  and  67  on-street) 
spaces  due  to  construction  of  the  proposed 
project.     These  spaces  would  not  be  replaced. 
Current  parking  space  users  would  be  required 
to  park  elsewhere  once  project  construction 
begins. 

The  proposed  parking  supply  would  be  713  spaces 
short  of  the  parking  requirement  of  the  San 
Francisco  Planning  Code. 
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Mitigation:     Three-minute  to  five-minute  frequencies  on 
MUNI  routes  32  and  15/42  would  reduce  the 
proposed  project's  parking  demand  by  5% 
(64  spaces) .     Additionally,  the  following 
mitigation  program  oriented  towards  current 
car  drivers  could  reduce  the  parking  demand 
by  15%   (180  spaces) : 

-  A  direct  bus  line  along  the  Broadway 
or  Bay  Street  corridor  serving  major 
residential  areas  in  San  Francisco. 

-  Bicycle  lanes  leading  into  the  project 
area  and  bicycle  storage  facilities 
which  would  be  provided  on  site, 

-  Car-pool  matching  and  promotion  efforts, 
including  preferential  parking  for  car 
pools  in  Block  F. 

-  A  van-pool  program  with  reduced  parking 
rates  for  the  vans  in  the  Block  A  garage. 

-  Parking  disincentive  measures  making 
the  price-rate  structure  less  favor- 
able to  long-term  parking. 

Impact:  Employees  arriving  by  BART,  AC  Transit,  SAMTRANS, 

Southern  Pacific,  and  the  ferries  would  have 
to  transfer  to  another  mode   (MUNI)   to  reach 
the  project  site.     The  proportion  of  vehicle 
drivers  among  Levi  Strauss  employees  would 
tend  to  increase  from  about  16%  to  about  17.5%. 
Sixteen  additional  bus  runs  on  Routes  15/42  and 
32  would  have  to  be  operated  during  the  peak  hour 
to  provide  adequate  capacity  to  sustain  the  17.5% 
vehicle-driver  modal  split.     This  would  repre- 
sent about  4-minute  headways  on  the  combined 
15  and  42  routes  and  about  6-minute  headways 
on  Route  32. 


Mitigation: 


To  mitigate  the  effects  on  transit  usage  of 
Levi  Strauss'  move  from  the  Embarcadero  Center 


to  the  project  site   (i.e.  to  bring  the  car- 
driver  proportion  from  17.5%  to  16%)   the  headways 
on  the  15/42  and  32  routes  would  have  to  be  reduced 
to  about  3  to  5  minutes  during  peak  hours.  No 
funds  are  available  for  equipment  and  staff  necessary 
for  implementation  of  such  mitigation  measures. 

•  H.      Growth-Inducing  Impacts 

Impact:  The  proposed  project  would  affect  the  City's 

population  and  growth  to  the  extent  that  it 
would  make  more  jobs  available  to  San  Francisco 
residents  and  increase  the  inventory  of  San 
Francisco  dwelling  units. 

ALTERNATIVES 

Alternatives  to  the  proposed  project  considered  include 
the  no-project  alternative,  developing  the  project  area  to 
^  a  more  intensive  level  of  use  under  existing  zoning,  retaining 
no  existing  buildings  on  the  project  site,  dispersing  parking 
facilities  throughout  the  project  area,  providing  less  parking, 
and  including  additional  land  within  the  proposed  open  space/ 
park. 
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I.     PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 


A.  LOCATION 

The  site  of  the  proposed  Levi's  Plaza  project  is  at  the  eastern 
foot  of  Telegraph  Hill,  adjacent  to  the  waterfront,  in  north- 
east San  Francisco,  California   (refer  to  the  Regional  Location 
Map,  Figure  1,  page  10).     The  site  consists  of  Assessor's 
Blocks  107;  084;  108;   083;   lots  1,  2  and  3  of  Block  085; 
Block  080;  and  lots  1  and  3  of  Block  060;    (the  seven  parcels 
are  hereafter  referred  to  as  Blocks  A,  B,  C,  D,  E,  F,  and 
G,  respectively) . 

The  nine-acre  project  site  is  bounded  by  Union  Street  on 
the  south,  Sansome  Street  and  the  foot  of  Telegraph  Hill 
on  the  west,  Chestnut,  Lombard,  and  Greenwich  Streets  on 
the  north,  and  Montgomery  Street,  Sansome  Street,  The  on 
Embarcadero,  and  Front  Street  on  the  east   (refer  to  the  Pro- 
ject Site  Location  Map,  Figure  2,  page  11)."^    All  properties 
on  the  proposed  project  site  are  owned  by  the  Travelers  Insur- 
ance Company,  Hartford,  Connecticut. 


B.     OBJECTIVE  OF  SPONSOR 

The  project  sponsor,  BJW,  Assoc.,  with  offices  in  San  Francisco, 
desires  to  provide  office  space  and  parking  for  Levi  Strauss 


The  Zoning  Map  of  the  C 
•  does  not  show  street  closures 
Hill.     See  Figure  3,  page  17 


ity  and  County  of  San  Francisco 

in  the  vicinity  of  Telegraph 
for  existing  street  closures. 
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employees  and  other  tenants  in  the  project  area.     The  firm 
seeks  to  maintain  a  diversity  of  land  uses  within  the  project 
area  and  to  realize  a  profit  by  constructing  housing  and  related 
commercial  facilities  within  the  project  area.  Application 
would  be  made  to  the  City  of  San  Francisco  for  a  Conditional 
Use/Planned  Unit  Development   (PUD) . 

The  corporate  headquarters  of  Levi  Strauss  &  Co.,  maker 
of  Levi's  jeans  and  sportswear,   is  located  at  the  Embarca- 
dero  Center,  San  Francisco.     The  company  desires  to  relocate  to 
the  four-square-block  area  bounded  by  Sansome,  Union,  Front, 
and  Greenwich  Streets  and  conduct  its  business  in  an  environ- 
mental setting  comprised  of  low  rise  buildings  (buildings 
ranging  from  40  feet  to  84  feet  in  height)  with  surrounding 
open  space.     Levi  Strauss  &  Co.  also  desires  to  remain  near 
downtown  commercial  and  service  areas. 


C.     PROJECT  CHARACTERISTICS  AND  SCHEDULING 
#  1 .     Tenancy  Mix 

The  proposed  Levi's  Plaza  project  would  contain  the  following: 
825,000  sq.   ft.  of  office  space. 

Levi  Strauss  would  initially  occupy  approximately 
40%  of  the  office  space.     The  remaining  office  space 
would  be  leased  to  other  office  tenants  in  smaller 
increments  of  space. 


31,000  sq.  ft.  of  commercial  retail  space,  distributed 
throughout  the  project,  for  the  following  kinds  of 
tenants : 


Restaurants  -     8,000  sq.  ft. 

Banking/Savings  &  Loan  -  10,000  sq.  ft. 

Miscellaneous  retailers  -     4,000  sq.  ft. 

Retail  food/liquor  -     5,000  sq.  ft. 

Miscellaneous  service  shops  -     4,000  sq.  ft. 
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About  370,000  sq.   ft.   for  approximately  1,179  parking 
spaces . 

About  370  condominium  dwellings  containing  370,000 
sq.  ft.  gross  floor  area. 

Office,  commercial  and  retail  space  would  be  owned  and  leased 
by  the  project  sponsor,  BJW,  Associates.     Condominium  space 
would  be  sold  to  private  owners. 

2.     Development   (Refer  to  Figure  3,  page  17). 

Block  A.  Bounded  by  Sansome,  Filbert,  Battery,  and  Union 
Streets 

A  seven-story  office  building   (defined  as  Building  A) ,  with 
a  total  gross  floor  area  of  some  364,000  square  feet  would 
be  located  on  Block  A.     The  focal  point  of  the  structure 
would  be  a  seven  story  glass  atrium  core.     Portions  of  the  top 
three  stories  would  be  in  tiers  stepping  back   (or  inward) 
from  Battery  and  Filbert  Streets   (see  Figure  4,  page  18). 
Parking  for  approximately  150  cars  would  be  located  at  the 
basement  level.     The  Cargo  West  Building,  a  two-story  brick 
building  measuring  approximately  45  feet  square  and  located 
at  the  intersection  of  Union  and  Battery  Streets,  would  be 
retained  by  the  project  sponsor.     Filbert  Street,  between 
Battery  and  Sansome  Streets,  would  be  closed  to  vehicular 
traffic  and  left  open  to  the  use  of  pedestrians  between  Blocks 
A  and  B.       (See  Figures  3,  4,  5,  6,  7,  and  8,  pages  17,  18, 
19,  20,  21,  and  22) . 

Block  B.     Bounded  by  Sansome,  Greenwich,  Battery,  and  Filbert 
Streets 

A  five-story  office  building   (defined  as  Building  B) ,  with 
a  total  gross  floor  area  of  135,000  square  feet,  would  be 
located  on  the  western  portion  of  Block  B.     The  eastern  wall 
would  be  aligned  with  the  glass  atrium  of  Building  A,  and 
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would  form  an  arcade  walkway  with  the  existing  Italian  Swiss 
Colony  Building  on  the  eastern  portion  of  the  block.  The 
two  upper  levels  of  Building  B  would  be  tiered  inward  from 
Filbert  Street. 

The  project  sponsors  plan  to  renovate  the  vacant  Italian 
Swiss  Colony  Building  for  use  as  office  and  retail  space. 
The  four-story  brick  structure  was  constructed  in  1903. 
(Refer  to  Secton  III,  Setting,  Historic  and  Archaeologic 
Resources.)     There  are  three  full  stories  and  a  mezzanine 
with  a  total  gross  floor  area  of  approximately  7  6,000  square 
feet.       (See  Figures  3,  4,  9,  and  10,  pages  17,  18,  23,  and 
24)  . 

Block  C.     Bounded  by  Battery,  Filbert,  Front,  and  Union  Streets 

A  four-story  office  building    (defined  as  Building  C) ,  with 
a    total  gross  floor  area  of  220,000  square  feet  is  proposed 
for  Block  C.     Portions  of  the  upper  floors  would  be  stepped 
inward  from  Battery  and  Filbert  Streets.      (See  Figures  3, 
11,  and  12,  pages  17,  25,  and  26.)     Filbert  Street,  between 
Front  and  Battery  Streets,  would  be  closed  to  vehicular  traf- 
fic and  left  open  to  the  use  of  pedestrians  between  Block 
C  and  D. 

Block  D.     Bounded  by  Battery  Street,  Greenwich  Street,  the 
Embarcadero,  and  Filbert  Street 

Central  to  the  design  plans  for  the  office  complex  is  a  land- 
scaped pedestrian  plaza  encompassing  all  of  Block  D,  and 
the  southeast  portion  of  Block  B.     The  office  structures 
would  partially  enclose  the  plaza,  with  main  building  entrances 
oriented  toward  it.     As  noted  above.  Filbert  Street  between 
Sansome  and  Front  Streets  would  be  closed  to  vehicular  traffic 
and  incorporated  into  the  design  of  the  plaza,  tying  Blocks 
A  and  B,  and  Blocks  C  and  D  together.     Battery  Street  would 
not  be  closed.     A  total  of  approximately  150,000  square  feet 
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of  open  space  is  planned  within  the  four  block  area.  (See 
Figure  3,  page  17.) 

Block  E.     Bounded  by  the  foot  of  Telegraph  Hill  on  the  west^ 
on  the  north  by  Greenwich  and  on  the  east  by  Sansome  Street 

A  four-story  structure,  containing  approximately  56,000  square 
feet  of  gross  floor  area,  is  proposed  for  Block  E  (lots  1, 
2  and  3).     The  building  would  be  used  for  support  services, 
including  computer  support,  research,  printing  and  miscel- 
laneous office  and  storage  functions.    (See  Figures  3,  13, 
and  14,  pages  17,  27,  and  28.) 

Block  F.     Bounded  by  the  foot  of  Telegraph  Hill  on  the  south 
and  west,  and  Lombard  and  Sansome  Streets 

A  parking  structure  consisting  of  three  and  one-half  levels, 
with  three  levels  above  grade,  containing  space  for  860  cars, 
is  proposed  for  Block  F.     Each  full  level  would  contain  approxi- 
mately 80,000  square  feet,  for  an  approximate  total  of  270,000 
square  feet  of  parking  space.     Commercial  shops,  totaling 
approximately  5,000  square  feet,  would  be  located  at  street 
level  along  Sansome  Street.     The  parking  structure  would 
serve  as  a  base   (podium)   for  the  construction  of  two  buildings, 
one  nine  levels  and  the  other  four  levels,  containing  a  total 
of  approximately  201  condominium  dwellings  and  having  approxi- 
mately 201,000  square  feet  of  gross  floor  area.     A  number 
of  condominium  units  would  be  placed  along  Lombard  Street 
as  a  part  of  the  podium.     The  uncovered  roof  of  the  parking 
structure  would  be  landscaped  with  trees,  shrubs,  and  walk- 
ways.    Of  the  860  parking  spaces  provided,  211  would  be  reserved 
for  the  Block  F  condominium  occupants.    (See  Figures  3,  15, 
16,  17,  and  18,  pages  17,  29,  30,  31,  and  32.) 

Block  G.     Bounded  by  Telegraph  Hill  on  the  west,  Chestnut, 
Montgomery,  and  Lombard  Streets 

A  nine-story  structure,  containing  approximately  169 
condominium  dwellings  of  about  169,000  square  feet  gross 
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floor  area,  is  proposed  for  Block  G.     Parking  for  169  cars 
would  be  provided  in  the  structure.    (See  Figures  3,  19,  20, 
21,  and  22,  pages  17,   33,  34,  35,  and  36.) 

3 .     Project  Scheduling  and  Cost 

Construction  is  planned  to  occur  in  two  phases.     The  first 
phase  would  include  the  construction  of  Building  A  (Levi 
Strauss  headquarters) ,  the  renovation  of  the  Italian  Swiss 
Colony  Building,  the  renovation  of  Cargo  West,  the  construc- 
tion of  Building  E,  the  parking  podium  on  Block  F,  the  condo- 
minium units  on  Block  G  and  all  of  the  open,  landscaped  areas 
of  Blocks  A,  B,  C,  D  and  the  Filbert  Street  mall. 

In  the  second  phase,  the  construction  would  include  the 
office  building  on  Block  B,  the  office  building  on  Block  C, 
and  the  condominium  units  to  be  built  on  Block  F  atop  the 
parking  podium. 

Phase  I  construction  would  extend  through  1980.     Phase  II 
would  complete  development  of  Blocks  B,  C  and  F,  commencing 
at  the  conclusion  of  Phase  I  and  continuing  through  1981. 

Total  cost  of  the  entire  project  is  estimated  at  approxi- 
mately $60,000,000. 

D.     REQUIRED  APPROVALS 

After  certification  of  the  Final  EIR,  the  following  approval 
actions  are  required: 

a.     Conditional  Use  approval  by  the  Planning  Commission  is 

required  for  four  actions:     1)   authorization  of  the  develop- 
ment for  an  area  of  over  three  acres  in  the  Northern 
Waterfront  Special  Use  District  No.   3,  pursuant  to  Planning 
Code  Sections  240.3  and  303;   2)   authorization  of  exceptions 
to  Planning  Code  Section  304  requirements  for  parking. 
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open  space  and  rear  yard  through  a  Planning  Unit  Develop- 
ment; and  3)   and  4)   authorization  of  buildings  exceeding 
the  Planning  Code  height  and  Bulk  limits  on  Blocks  A 
and  G  (Sections  271  and  303) . 

Certificates  of  Approval  from  the  Planning  Commission 
for  exterior  alterations  to  the  Italian  Swiss  Colony 
and'^Cargo  West  buildings  because  they  are  designated 
landmarks,  pursuant  to  Planning  Code  Section  1006. 

Master  Plan  Referral  action  by  the  Planning  Commission 
for  determination  of  conformity  to  the  Master  Plan  of 
a  Revocable  Encroachment  Permit  for  the  closing  to  vehicu 
lar  traffic  of  portions  of  Filbert  Street,  pursuant  to 
Section  3.527  of  the  City  Charter. 

Consideration  by  the  Planning  Commission  of  conformity 
to  the  Master  Plan  of  Tentative  Maps  for  a  191-unit  condo 
minium  subdivision  of  Block  F  and  a  169-unit  condominium 
subdivision,  pursuant  to  the  San  Francisco  Subdivision 
Code. 
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II. 


RELATIONSHIP  TO  PLANS 


A.     CITY  AND  PORT  PLANS 

On  19  January  1977  the  San  Francisco  City  Planning  Commis- 
sion adopted  Resolution  7643,  which  amended  the  Master  Plan 
of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  to  include  The  Plan 
for  the  Northeastern  Waterfront  and  to  delete  the  previously 
adopted  Northern  Waterfront  Plan.     The  new  plan  encompasses 
an  area  from  Fisherman's  Wharf  to  North  China  Basin;  it  was 
formulated  to  guide  future  development  of  the  area  in  a  manner 
consistent  with  the  interests  of  San  Francisco  and  achieve 
conformity  with  Special  Area  Plan  No.  1;  San  Francisco  Water- 
front ,  prepared  and  adopted  by  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Conser- 
vation and  Development  Commission  in  1975,  as  an  amendment 
to  its  San  Francisco  Bay  Plan. 

The  Plan  for  the  Northeastern  Waterfront  contains  both  general 
objectives  and  policies,  to  be  applied  to  the  entire  water- 
front, and  more  specific  policies  for  the  Base  of  Telegraph 
Hill  area.     General  objectives  and  policies  include: 

Land  Use; 

Objective:     "To  develop  and  maintain  activities  that  will 
contribute  significantly  to  the  city's  economic  vitality 
and  provide  additional  activities  which  strengthen  the  pre- 
dominant uses  in  each  sub-area  of  the  northeastern  waterfront, 
while  limiting  the  concentration  to  preserve  the  environ- 
mental quality  of  the  area." 

Objective:     "To  diversify  uses  in  the  northeastern  waterfront 
to  expand  the  period  of  use  of  each  sub-area  and  to  promote 
maximum  public  use  of  the  waterfront  while  enhancing  its 
environmental  quality." 
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Objective:     "To  develop  limited  additional  office  and  commercial 
space  in  order  to  serve  the  city's  economic  needs  and  to 
encourage  a  mixture  of  uses  and  activities  along  the  north- 
eastern waterfront." 

Policy:     "Except  on  new  or  replacement  fill,  permit  that 
additional  office  space  development  adjacent  to  the  Downtown 
Office  District  which  complements  the  downtown  but  which 
is  of  a  lesser  intensity  and  which  reflects  the  transition 
between  the  City  and  the  water." 

Policy:     "Encourage  the  development  of  additional  housing 
wherever  feasible   (except  on  new  or  replacement  fill)  ,  con- 
sistent with  maximum  maritime  development." 

Policy:     "Preserve  and  expand  the  supply  of  low  and  moderate 
income  housing  and  encourage  the  economic  integration  of 
housing . " 

Recreation; 

Objective:     "To  strengthen  and  expand  the  recreation  character 
of  the  northeastern  waterfront  and  to  develop  a  system  of 
public  open  spaces  and  recreation  facilities  that  recognizes 
its  recreational  potential,  provides  unity  and  identity  to 
the  urban  area,  and  establishes  an  overall  waterfront  character 
of  openness  of  views,  water  and  sky  and  public  accessibility 
to  the  water's  edge." 

Urban  Design; 

Objective:     "To  develop  the  full  potential  of  the  northeastern 
waterfront  in  accord  with  the  unusual  opportunities  presented 
by  its  relation  to  the  bay,  to  the  operating  port,  fishing 
industry,  and  downtown;  and  to  enhance  its  unique  aesthetic 
qualities  offered  by  water,  topography,  views  of  the  city 
and  bay,  and  its  historic  maritime  character." 

Policy:     "Preserve  the  physical  form  of  the  waterfront  and 
reinforce  San  Francisco's  distinctive  hill  form  by  maintaining 
low  structures  near  the  water,  with  an  increase  in  vertical 
development  near  hills  or  the  downtown  core  area." 

38 


Policy:     "Use  continuous  planting  and  other  ground  surface 
treatment  to  physically  and  visually  link  the  waterfront 
with  adjacent  inland  areas." 

Transportation ; 

Objective:     "To  facilitate  the  movement  of  people  and  goods 
within  the  northeastern  waterfront  in  such  a  way  as  to  minimize 
the  adverse  impact  of  this  movement." 

Policy:     "Limit  additional  parking  facilities  in  the  North- 
eastern Waterfront  and  minimize  the  impact  of  this  parking. 
Discourage  long-term  parking  for  work  trips  which  could  be 
accommodated  by  transit.     Restrict  additional  parking  to: 
(1)   short-term  (less  than  four  hour)  parking  facilities  to 
meet  needs  of  additional  business,  retail,  restaurant,  marina, 
and  entertainment  activities;  and   (2)   long-term  parking  facilitie 
for  maritime  activities,  hotel  and  residential  uses.  To 
the  extent  possible,  locate  parking  away  from  areas  of  intense 
pedestrian  activity." 

Specific  Policies 

Besides  the  more  general  area-wide  policies,  land  use  policies 
for  the  Base  of  Telegraph  Hill  area  were  adopted.  General 
planning  policies  include: 

Objective:     "To  preserve  the  historic  maritime  character 
of  the  area." 

Policy:     "Retain  architecturally  interesting  or  historically 
significant  buildings.     Every  effort  should  be  made  to  preserve 
the  Italian  Swiss  Colony  Building,   the  Pelican  Paper  Company 
Warehouse,  the  Trinidad  Bean  and  Elevator  Company  Warehouse, 
and  other  buildings  of  historical  and  architectural  interest." 

Objective:     "To  develop  a  diversity  of  additional  activities 
which  would  strengthen  the  existing  predominant  uses  in  the 
base  of  Telegraph  Hill  area  and  activities  which  would  expand 
the  period  of  use,  but  of  an  intensity  which  would  provide 
a  relief  from  the  adjacent  downtown  and  Fisherman's  Wharf 
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Objective:  "To  develop  the  area  in  such  a  way  as  to  preserve 
and  enhance  the  physical  form  of  the  waterfront  and  Telegraph 
Hill,  and  to  preserve  views  from  the  Hill." 


B.     CITY  PLANNING  CODE 

Land  use,  height  and  bulk  restrictions,  and  floor  area  ratios 
(FAR)   are  described  for  the  northern  waterfront  in  the  City 
Planning  Code.     Height,  bulk,  and  FAR  dispensations  may  be 
prescribed  where  design  improvements  are  to  be  gained  when 
deviating  from  strict  adherence  to  code  limits. 

Land  Use.  All  land  parcels  of  the  project  site  are  within 
the  C-2  Community  Business  District.     The  site  is  also  with- 
in Northern  Waterfront  Special  Use  District  No.  3   (see  Section 
240.3  of  the  Planning  Code  and  Zoning  Map  No.  ISub) .  Develop- 
ment in  the  area  is  subject  to  the  general  provisions  outlined 
in  the  Code  for  C-2  districts,  but  these  may  be  superseded 
by  additional  regulations  imposed  by  the  provisions  of  the 
Special  Use  District. 

Principal  uses  permitted  in  the  C-2  district  (Sections  212- 
227  of  the  Planning  Code)   include  dwellings;  institutions 
and  schools;  retail  business  or  personal  service  establish- 
ments, not  limited  to  sales  or  services  primarily  for  resi- 
dents in  the  immediate  vicinity,  and  not  restricted  to  sale 
of  new  commodities;  professional  and  business  offices;  and 
assembly  and  entertainment  facilities,   including  club  house, 
lodge  building,  meeting  hall,  theater,  recreation  building, 
amusement  enterprise,  and  private  noncommercial  recreational 
open  space. 

The  Special  Use  District  also  permits  industrial  and  commer- 
cial operations  directly  relating  to  water-borne  commerce 
or  navigation  and  wholesale  establishments  within  an  enclosed 
building  as  principal  permitted  uses,  and  prescribes  conform- 
ance with  the  Plan  for  the  Northeastern  Waterfront. 


The  west  boundary  of  the  project  site  joins  the  Telegraph 
Hill  area,  which  is  under  different  zoning  restrictions, 
as  shown  in  Figure  2,  page  13.     The  two-block  area  surrounding 
Coit  Tower  is  zoned  P  (Public  Use) ,  which  applies  to  land 
that  is  owned  by  a  governmental  agency  and  is  in  some  form 
of  public  use,   including  open  space.     Remaining  areas  west 
of  the  site  were  zoned  R-4  with  dwelling  structures,  schools, 
churches,  and  nonindustr ial  public  buildings  the  principal 
permitted  uses. 

Section  215(a)  of  the  City  Planning  Code  indicates  that  the 
number  of  dwelling  units  permitted  on  any  lot  in  a  C  District 
may  not  exceed  that  allowed  in  the  nearest  R  (residential) 
District.     The  R  District  nearest  to  the  relevant  portions 
of  the  project  site  is  RC-4,  with  a  maximum  density  permitted 
of  one  dwelling  unit  for  each  200  square  feet  of  lot  area. 

The  residential  rezoning  adopted  by  the  City,"*"  to  go  into 
effect  on  6  November  1978,  enacted  a  zoning  change  from  R-4 
to  RM-2  and  RH-3  west  of  the  project  site.     The  density  (number 
of  dwelling  units  permitted)  has  been  lowered  to  one  dwelling 
unit  per  600  sq.  ft.  of  lot  area  in  the  RM-2  area  west  of 
Block  G  and  to  one  dwelling  unit  per  1,000  sq.  ft.  of  lot 
area   (with  Conditional  Use  approval)   in  the  RH-3  area  west 
of  Blocks  E,  B,  and  A. 

In  the  Northern  Waterfront  Special  Use  District  No.  3,  any 
development  of  three  acres  or  more,  regardless  of  the  pro- 
posed use,  requires  Conditional  Use  authorization  by  the 
City  Planning  Commission.     As  part  of  this  procedure,  the 
development  is  subject  to  review  for  conformity  to  the  Master 
Plan,   including  The  Plan  for  the  Northeastern  Waterfront. 


Ordinances  443-78  and  444-78,  in  effect  6  November  1978. 
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Height  and  Bulk  Restrictions.     The  following  height  and  bulk 
restrictions  on  buildings  apply  to  the  site  under  current 
C-2  zoning,  as  shown  in  Figure  23,  page  44: 


Height  and 
Bulk  District 

40-X 


65-X 
84-E 


Restriction 

40-foot  height  limit; 
no  bulk  restriction 

65-foot  height  limit; 
no  bulk  restriction 

84-foot  height  limit; 
horizontal  dimension  limited 
to  a  maximum  length  of 
110  feet;  maximum  diagonal 
of  140  feet  above  65  feet. 


Floor  Area  Ratio.     Floor  area  ratio  (FAR)   is  the  ratio 
of  the  gross  floor  area  of  all  of  the  buildings  on  a  lot 
to  the  area  of  the  lot.     Section  240.3(h)  of  the  Planning 
Code  permits  a  FAR  of  5.0:1.0   (i.e.,  buildings  may  contain 
•  a  total  gross  floor  area  up  to  five  times  the  area  of  the 
lot)  on  each  of  the  lots  on  the  project  site.     In  addition, 
a  bonus  of  25  percent  may  be  obtained  for  the  portion  of 
the  property  that  qualifies  under  the  code  as  a  corner  lot 
(area  within  125  feet  of  a  corner) . 

Exceptions  to  City  Planning  Code  Provisions.     Through  the 
Planned  Unit  Development  process,  exceptions  can  be  made 
^    to  specific  requirements  of  the  Code.     Approval  of  the  pro- 
posed project  would  necessitate  that  exceptions  be  made  to 
the  parking,  open  space,  and  rear  yard  requirements. 

Guidelines  for  Development.     Various  guidelines  for  develop- 
ment of  the  project  site,  based  on  the  Master  Plan  of  the 
^    City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  were  supplied  to  the  project 
sponsor  by  the  staff  of  the  Department  of  City  Planning.''" 


Staff  Guidelines  for  Development:     "Northern  Waterfront 
Blocks  -  bounded  by  Union,  Sansome,  Greenwich,  and  Battery 
Streets."     (No  date  noted.) 
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These  guidelines,   in  addition  to  citing  applicable  policies 
of  the  Northern  Waterfront  Plan  (see  pages  37,  38  and  39), 
the  Transportation  Plan  and  City  Planning  Code  provisions 
(see  pages  40,  41  and  42),  included  a  number  of  policies 
of  the  Urban  Design  Plan.     They  are  the  following. 

Fundamental  Principles  for  City  Pattern. 

Principle  No.  2:     Emphasize  topography  with  street  layouts 
and  building  form. 

Principle  No.  5:     Street  spaces  give  unifying  rhythm  to 
the  pattern  of  the  city. 

Conservation. 

Principle  No.  2:     New  development  can  enhance  the  city's 
distinctive  qualities  if  done  with  regard  to  surroundings. 

Principle  No.  3:     External  details  of  buildings  provide 
visual  interest  and  enrichment  and  maintain  historic  scale 
and  texture. 

Principle  No.  4:     To  conserve  design  character  in  distinc- 
tive, older  areas,  some  uniformity  of  detail,  scale  and  pro- 
portion is  necessary. 

Principle  No.  6:  New  construction  should  reflect  the  character 
of  adjacent  older  buildings  of  architectural  merit. 

Principle  No.  7:     Restoration  of  older  buildings  can  pre- 
serve the  interest  of  streetscape  if  the  original  building 
design  is  respected. 

Principle  No.  8:  The  preservation  of  historic  buildings 
affords  educational,  recreational  and  cultural  benefits. 

Principle  No.  15:     Traditional  street  patterns  and  spaces 
can  help  to  maintain  an  appropriate  setting  for  historic 
buildings  and  areas. 
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Principle  No.  1:     The  relationship  of  a  building's  size 

and  shape  to  its  visibility  in  the  cityscape,  natural  features 

and  existing  development  determine  its  effect  on  the  city. 

Principle  No.  2:     Building  siting  and  massing  with  respect 
to  street  pattern  influence  the  quality  of  views  from  street 
space. 

Principle  No.  6:     When  highly  visible  buildings  are  light 

in  color,  they  reinforce  the  visual  unity  and  special  character 

of  the  city. 

Principle  No.  11:     Visually  dominant  buildings  with  blank 
and  uninteresting  exteriors  do  not  relate  well  to  surrounding 
development , 

Principle  No.  12:     Long  or  wide  buildings  become  excessively 
bulky  when  they  are  significantly  higher  than  surrounding 
buildings. 

Principle  No.  13:     Bulky  buildings  create  the  most  visual 
disruption  when  seen  from  a  distance  with  much  smaller  build- 
ings in  the  foreground. 

Principle  No.  16:     Corner  plazas  can  be  pleasing  if  streets 
are  not  too  wide  and  surroundings  are  well  defined. 
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Height  &  Bulk  Districts  of 
the  Project  Area 

Note:  See  Section H-B,  page 40,  for  district 
descriptions 

Source:  Zoning  Map  of  the  City  and  County  of 
^San  Francisco,  1978 


Scale 

Figure  No.  23 
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III.     ENVIRONMENTAL  SETTING 


A.  TOPOGRAPHY 

The  area  of  the  proposed  project  is  bordered  on  the  east 
by  the  San  Francisco  Bay  waterfront  and  on  the  west  by  the 
quarried  slopes  of  Telegraph  Hill.     Elevations  range  from 
25  feet  above  mean  sea  level  near  Lombard  and  Montgomery 
Streets  to  9  feet  above  mean  sea  level  near  Greenwich  Street 
and  the  Embarcadero . Telegraph  Hill  rises  to  275  feet  above 
mean  sea  level   (refer  to  Topographic  Map,  Figure  24,  page  45). 

B.  GEOLOGY 

San  Francisco  Peninsula  is  part  of  the  California  Coast  Ranges, 
which  consist  of  a  mixture  of  Cretaceous  rocks   (100  to  150 
million  years  old)  of  sandstone,  shales,  cherts,  and  vol- 
canic rocks.     Telegraph  Hill  consists  of  hard,  resistant 
sandstone  with  some  interbedded  shale.     Between  Sansome  and 
Battery  Streets,  the  sandstone  grades  into  predominantly 
shale  with  thin  layers  of  sandstone  toward  the  Bay.  Over- 
lying the  shale  are  Bay  muds  of  Quaternary  age   (less  than 
two  million  years  old) ,  consisting  of  plastic,  grey,  silty 
clay  with  a  few  layers  of  sand  and  peat.     The  Bay  muds  are 
overlain  by  approximately  10  feet  of  artificial  fill  extending 
from  the  1853  shoreline   (trending  southeasterly  from  the 
corner  of  Chestnut  and  Montgomery  Streets,  along  the  foot 


J.  Schlocker,  Geology  of  the  San  Francisco  North  Quad- 
rangle, California,  U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior,  Geo- 
logical Survey  Professional  Paper  No.  782,  1974. 
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Source:  Dames  and  Moore,  Foundation  Investigation, 
Proposed  Greenwich  Square  Project,  San  Francisco, 
California,  28  August,  ig74.   


Figure  No.  24 
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of  Telegraph  Hill,  to  the  corner  of  Union  and  Battery  Streets) 
to  the  Bay.  The  fill  is  predominantly  dune  sand,  but  includes 
silt,  clay,  rock  debris,  and  organic  wastes."'" 

The  steep,  quarried  slopes  of  Telegraph  Hill  bordering  the 

project  site  are  deeply  fractured  in  some  places  from  weather i 

A  zone  of  fractured  sandstone  traverses  Block  F  and  the  north- 

2 

east  corner  of  Block  G,     (See  Figure  24,  page  45).  Drainage 
water  trapped  in  these  fractures  results  in  increased  hydro- 
static pressure,  which  contributes  to  the  instability  of 
the  slope.     Evidence  of  slope  instability  can  be  seen  at 
the  southwest  corner  of  Block  G,  where  a  slide  has  occurred. 
The  slide  has  been  active  over  the  past  years,  with  a  rate 
of  recession  of  approximately  one  foot  per  year  from  the 
top  of  the  hill.     The  installation  of  eleven  200-f eet-deep 
wells  on  the  top  of  the  hill  by  the  San  Francisco  Department 
of  Public  Works  in  1972  may  have  reduced  the  rate  of  recession 
Partly  to  mitigate  the  adverse  effects  of  slope  instability, 
retaining  walls  have  been  built  by  the  Department  of  Public 
Works  along  part  of  the  foot  of  Telegraph  Hill. 

In  February  of  1978,  following  rainstorms,  a  rockfall  occurred 
off  Telegraph  Hill  on  Sansome  Street  near  Union  Street. 
The  boulders  progressing  downslope  resulted  in  the  destruction 
of  a  post,  a  wire-mesh  fence,  and  some  damage  to  a  concrete 
retaining  wall.     Sansome  Street  was  closed  off  for  a  period 
during  the  day  of  the  rockfall  to  clear  the  debris;  parking 
along  the  west  side  of  Sansome  Street  is  no  longer  permitted. 
The  engineering  firm  of  Dames  and  Moore  is  currently  under 
contract  with  the  City  of  San  Francisco  to  investigate  the 
future  stability  of  the  east  side  of  Telegraph  Hill. 


J.  Schlocker,  Geology  of  the  San  Francisco  North  Quad- 
rangle ,  1974. 

o  ... 

URS/John  A.  Blume  &  Associates,  San  Francisco  Seismic 

Safety  Investigation,  prepared  for  the  San  Francisco  Depart- 
ment of  City  Planning,  June  1974. 


C.  SEISMICITY 

San  Francisco  is  located  in  one  of  the  most  seismically  active 
areas  in  the  world.     To  the  west  is  the  active  San  Andreas 
fault,  extending  in  a  northwesterly  direction  through  most 
of  California  or  just  off  the  coast.     The  fault  is  approxi- 
mately seven  miles  west  of  the  project  site   (refer  to  Active 
Fault  Zones  Map,  Figure  25,  page  48).     Since  the  1906  San 
Francisco  earthquake   (estimated  8.25  on  the  Richter  scale) 
which  caused  up  to  21  feet  of  lateral  displacement  and  three 
feet  of  vertical  displacement,  resulting  in  extensive  struc- 
tural damage  and  soil  liquefaction,  no  seismic  activity  of 
similar  magnitude  or  movement  has  been  observed  in  the  vicinity 
of  San  Francisco.     This,  however,  does  not  mean  that  no  activity 
is  anticipated  in  the  future;   in  fact,  stresses  are  believed 
to  accumulate  along  fault  planes  such  that  release  of  built- 
up  stresses  can  be  expected  at  some  future  date. 

The  Hayward  fault,  which  passes  about  15  miles  northeast 
of  the  project  site  at  its  closest  point,  has  not  shown  evi- 
dence of  linear  displacement  recently,  but  creep  is  occurring 
at  a  rate  of  one-half  foot  in  the  last  50  years.     The  Cala- 
veras fault,  which  passes  about  25  miles  east  of  the  site, 
has  also  shown  evidence  of  creep,  especially  near  its  southern 
end . 
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The  project  area  has  been  divided  into  areas    according  to 
intensity  of  future  ground  shaking   (see  Figure  26a,  page 
50).     The  expected  ground  shaking  varies  from  east  to  west 
from  "violent"   (Intensity  Level  B) ,   indicating  fairly  general 
collapse  of  brick  and  frame  structures  when  not  unusually 


Richter  Scale;     A  logarithmic  scale  developed  by  Charles 
Richter  to  measure  earthquake  magnitude  by  the  energy  released, 
as  opposed  to  earthquake  intensity  as  determined  by  effects 
on  people,  structures,  and  earth  materials. 

^URS/John  A.  Blume  &  Associates,  San  Francisco  Seismic 
Safety  Investigation,  op.  cit. 
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Active  Fault  Zones  in  the 
San  Francisco  Bay  Area 

Source:  U.S.  Geological  Survey/ Brown,  1970 
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strong,  serious  cracking  of  better  buildings,  lateral  dis- 
placement of  streets,  bending  of  rails,  and  ground  fissuring, 
to  "weak"   (Intensity  Level  E) ,   indicating  occasional  fall 
of  brick  chimneys  and  plaster. 

D.  HYDROLOGY 

The  project  site  contains  no  surface  water  resources;  San 
Francisco  Bay  is  immediately  adjacent  to  the  eastern  border 
of  the  project  area. 

The  natural  drainage  of  the  site  results  in  a  generally  north- 
east flow  of  surface  runoff  from  rainstorms.     The  eastern 
side  of  Telegraph  Hill  also  contributes  surface  runoff  to 
the  site  during  storms.     The  area  is  served  by  the  City's 
combined  sewerage  system,  in  which  sewers  transport  both 
domestic  and  industrial  dry-weather  flows  and  rainwater  runoff 
in  wet  weather   (see  Section  III.M,  Community  Services,  Sub- 
section 1,  Wastewater,  page  93).     In  dry  weather,  wastewater 
is  transported  via  a  large  main  under  Sansome  Street  to  the 
North  Point  Water  Pollution  Control  Plant.     During  wet  weather 
(about  80  times  a  year) ,  the  flow  which  exceeds  the  sewerage 
capacity  overflows  and  is  discharged  directly  to  San  Francisco 
Bay  without  treatment,  via  an  outfall  at  Greenwich  Street.''" 

Sewer  systems  in  San  Francisco  are  generally  designed  to 

handle  the  amount  of  runoff  that  would  result  from  a  five- 
2 

year  storm.       The  percent  adequacy  of  any  sewer  is  defined 
as  the  ratio  of  its  actual  capacity  to  the  amount  of  runoff 


Mervin  Francies,  Associate  Engineer,  San  Francisco 
Department  of  Public  Works,  Bureau  of  Sanitary  Engineering, 
Interview,  31  August  1977. 

^The  five-year  storm  represents  the  maximum  rainstorm 
that  will  occur  on  the  average  of  once  every  five  years. 
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Estimated  Intensity  of 
Future  Ground  Shaking 

(Refer  to  Legend,  Figure 26b) 


Source:  San  Francisco  Seismic  Safety  Investigation, 
John  A.  Blume  &  Associates,  June,  1974 

50 


^ORTH 

1,000      2,000  4,000 


Scale 


Feet 


Figure  No.  26  a 


r 


Very  violent.     Cracking  and  shearing  of  rock  masses. 
Deep  and  extended  fissuring  in  soil,  many  large 
landslides  and  rockfalls. 


B     Violent.     Fairly  general  collapse  of  brick  and  frame 
structures  when  not  unusually  strong.     Serious  crack- 
ing of  better  buildings.     Lateral  displacement  of 
streets,  bending  of  rails  and  ground  fissuring. 

Q    Very  strong.     Masonry  badly  cracked  with  occasional 
collapse.     Frame  buildings  lurched  when  on  weak 
underpinning  with  occasional  collapse. 


D     Strong.     General  but  not  universal  fall  of  brick 
chimneys.     Cracks  in  masonry  and  brick  work. 


E     Weak.     Occasional  fall  of  brick  chimneys  and  plaster, 


NOTE:     Intensities  are  given  for  earthquakes  similar 
to  the  1906  event  in  Magnitude  and  proximity 
to  San  Francisco. 


Legend: 

Estimated  Intensity  of 
Future  Ground  Shaking 


Figure  No.  26b 
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resulting  from  a  five-year  storm.     Runoff  water  exceeding 
the  capacity  of  the  existing  systems  flows  down  City  streets 
and  collects  at  low  points. 

Storms  with  more  precipitation  than  the  five-year  storm  may 
result  in  system  overload  and  subsequent  ponding  problems, 
even  with  systems  considered  "adequate."     For  example,  a 
100-year  storm  would  produce  about  170  percent  of  the  rainfall 
that  an  "adequate"  system  can  handle."*" 

During  major  rainstorms  in  1952,  1956,  and  1958,  much  of 

eastern  San  Francisco  along  the  Embarcadero  was  subject  to 

2 

ponding  problems.      No  data  are  available,  however,  that 
indicate  which  areas  at  the  project  site  would  experience 
particular  problems. 

In  addition  to  storm  runoff,  possible  flood  hazards  to  coastal 
areas  include  exceptionally  high  tides  and  tsunamis.'^  The 
100-year  high  tide  would  reach  an  elevation  of  about  5.1 
feet  above  mean  sea  level.     The  estimated  100-year  wave  run- 
up from  a  tsunami  would  be  about  6.1  feet  above  mean  sea 
level;  the  estimated  500-year  tsunami  would  have  a  run-up 
of  11  feet  above  mean  sea  level."* 


California  Department  of  Water  Resources,  Summary  of 
Short-Duration  Precipitation  Frequency  in  the  San  Francisco 
Bay  Area,  December  1974. 

2 

Nate  Lee  and  Harold  Coffee,  engineers,  San  Francisco 
Department  of  Public  Works,  Bureau  of  Sanitary  Engineering, 
telephone  conversations,  31  August  1977. 

3 

Tsunamis  are  long-period  waves  generated  by  earthquakes, 
undersea  landslides,  or  volcanoes;  upon  reaching  the  shallow 
water  of  coastal  areas,  the  waves  greatly  increase  in  height 
and  may  cause  localized  flooding. 

4 

A.  W.  Garcia  and  J.  R.  Houston,  Tsunami  Predictions 
for  Monterey  and  San  Francisco  Bays  and  Puget  Sound,  U.S. 
Army  Corps  of  Engineers  Technical  Report  H-75-17,  1975. 
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Existing  data  indicate  that  the  ground-water  table  is  close 
to  the  surface  on  the  part  of  the  site  underlain  directly 
by  bedrock   (areas  immediately  adjacent  to  Telegraph  Hill) 
and  is  approximately  2.6  feet  above  mean  sea  level  under 
the  artificial  fill.''"    The  ground  water  is  not  used  for  drink- 
ing as  drinking  water  for  San  Francisco  is  imported,  primarily 
from  Hetch  Hetchy  Reservoir  in  the  Sierra  Nevada.     At  the 
foot  of  Telegraph  Hill,  in  the  northwestern  corner  of  Block  F, 
is  a  2 , 000-square-f oot  ponded  area  with  abundant  vegetation. 
The  pond  is  probably  a  result  of  drainage  from  garden  irri- 
gation at  private  residences  uphill. 


E.  ATMOSPHERE 
1 .  Climate 

San  Francisco's  climate  is  dominated  by  the  sea  breeze  charac- 
teristic of  marine  climates.     As  a  result  of  this  steady 
stream  of  marine  air,  there  are  few  extremes  of  heat  or  cold. 
Temperatures  exceed  90  degrees  on  an  average  of  once  a  year 
and  drop  below  freezing  less  than  once  a  year.     The  warmest 
month  is  September,  with  an  average  daily  maximum  of  69*^F; 
the  coolest  is  January,  with  an  average  daily  maximum  of 
56°F. 

Winds  in  San  Francisco  are  generally  from  a  westerly  direc- 
tion and  are  persistent  from  May  to  August.     During  the  rainy 
period   (October  to  April) ,  the  strongest  winds  flow  from 
the  south,  as  well  as  from  the  west  and  northwest.     A  summary 
of  climatic  data  for  San  Francisco  is  contained  in  Table 
1 ,  page  54 . 


■'■San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning,  Draft  Environ- 
mental Impact  Report;     Greenwich  Square,  5  June  1973. 
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Telegraph  Hill,  with  an  elevation  of  about  275  feet  above 
sea  level,  helps  determine  the  microclimate  of  the  site  by 
decreasing  wind  speeds  in  its  southwestern  area  and  causing 
the  westerly  winds  coming  off  the  Pacific  Ocean  to  flow  from 
a  northwesterly  direction  across  the  site. 

2.       Air  Quality 

San  Francisco  has  persistent  summer  winds  and  is  positioned 
upwind  of  major  pollutant  sources.     Nevertheless,  there  are 
periods,  most  often  in  fall  and  winter,  when  the  air  becomes 
stagnant.     At  these  times  the  entire  Bay  Area  has  poor  air 
quality. 

The  prevailing  wind  pattern  in  the  Bay  Area  causes  deteriora- 
tion of  air  quality  east  and  south  of  San  Francisco.     Table  2 
shows  that  areas  downwind  of  San  Francisco  have  more  severe 
air  quality  problems  than  San  Francisco. 

F.       FLORA  AND  FAUNA 

Plants  in  the  project  area  are  primarily  introduced  species 
of  perennial  grasses  and  wild  anise  emerging  from  cracks 
in  the  pavements,  London  plane  trees   (Platinus)   along  Sansome 
Street,  and  trees  planted  for  landscaping  around  the  Telegraph 
Landing  development,   in  the  block  bounded  by  Montgomery, 
Chestnut,  Sansome  and  Lombard  Streets.     Along  the  foot  of 
Telegraph  Hill,  on  the  northwest  corner  of  Block  F  (bounded 
by  Lombard  and  Sansome  Streets) ,  aquatic  vegetation  is  abundant 
around  a  ponded  area  and  includes  tules,  willows,  and  grasses. 
No  endangered  or  rare  species  have  been  observed  on  project 
area  lands. 
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TABLE  2 

Number  of  Days  Selected  Pollutants 
Exceeded  State  or  Federal  Standards,  197 


Carbon  Suspended 
Monoxide  Particulates 


Monitoring  Site 

San  Francisco 
(Ellis  Street) 

Redwood  City 

San  Jose 

San  Rafael 

Fremont 

Livermore 


Oxidant 
0 

3 
13 

2 

2 
17 


'  Po  llu  tan  t 

Nitrogen 
Dioxide 


0  0 

0  0 

0  ,  32 

0  0 

0  0 

0  0 


0 
0 

10.5 
0 
0 


Source:     Bay  Area  Air  Pollution  Control  District,  Contaminant 
and  Weather  Summary,  December  1977. 


The  State  standards  are  specific  concentrations  and  dura- 
tions of  air  pollutants  that  reflect  the  relationship  between 
concentration  and  undesirable  effects.     They  are  target  values, 
and  no  timetable  exists  for  their  attainment.     The  Federal 
primary  standards  represent  levels  of  air  quality  necessary 
for  protection  of  public  health,  with  an  adequate  margin  of 
safety.     The  provisions  of  the  Clean  Air  Act  as  amended  in  1970 
require  that  by  a  specified  date  the  Federal  standards  should 
not  be  exceeded  more  than  once  per  year. 
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G.  TRANSPORTATION 

1.  General  Accessibility 

Because  the  proposed  Levi's  Plaza  project  area  is  between 
Telegraph  Hill  and  the  Bay,  accessibility  is  limited  to  a 
north-south  corridor  reaching  from  Broadway  to  Bay  Street 
composed  of  The  Embarcadero  and  Front,  Battery,  and  Sansome 
Streets.     Battery  and  Sansome  are  defined  as  major  thoroughfares 
carrying  two  traffic  lanes  each.     The  Embarcadero  is  a  major 
thoroughfare  with  two  lanes  in  each  direction. 

Limited  east-west  access  is  provided  by  Lombard,  Union,  Filbert, 
and  Greenwich  Streets,  all  of  which  are  two-way.     These  streets 
terminate  on  the  west  at  Telegraph  Hill  and  provide  local 
access  only. 

Transit  access  is  provided  by  the  San  Francisco  Municipal 
Railway   (MUNI)   and  the  Golden  Gate  Bridge,  Highway,  and  Transit 
District.     Figure  27,  page  58,  shows  the  general  accessibility 
of  the  project  site,  indicating  major  street  connections 
and  transit  routes. 

2.  Traffic 

Both  Sansome  and  Battery  play  the  dual  function  of  connecting 
the  East  Bay  and  the  Peninsula  to  the  northern  waterfront 
area  and  connecting  the  Golden  Gate  Bridge  corridor  to  the 
downtown  business  district.     They  also  serve  as  access  roads 
to  a  parking  reservoir  north  of  Broadway. 

Table  3  shows  existing  traffic  volumes  and  data  sources. 
Sansome  Street  is  a  two-lane,  one-way  street  northbound, 
with  parking  permitted  on  both  sides.     Commuters  can  enter 


Major  Thoroughfare:     A  cross-town  street  whose  primary 
function  is  to  link  districts  within  the  City  and  to  distribute 
traffic  from  and  to  the  freeways;  a  route  generally  of  citywide 
significance;  as  identified  in  Thoroughfare  Plan  of  the  Trans- 
portation Element  of  the  Comprehensive  Plan. 
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(Note:  Greater  line 
width  does  not 
indicate  greater 
quantity  of  traffic  flow.)^ 


Scale  o'        Soo'  mo' 

Figure  No.27 
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the  adjacent  off-street  parking  lots  directly  from  Sansome 
or  via  intersecting  side  streets  such  as  Union,  Filbert, 
Greenwich,  and  Lombard.     Traffic  volumes  on  Sansome  reach 
an  estimated  total  of  10,200  vehicles  during  a  24-hour  period; 
an  August  1977  traffic  count  in  the  morning  peak  hour  (8 
a.m.     to  9  a.m.)   at  the  intersection  of  Sansome  and  Union 
found  710  vehicles  per  hour.     Traffic  volumes  during  the 
afternoon  peak  hour   (4:45  p.m.  -  5:45  p.m.)  measured  700 
vehicles.     Recent  observations  indicate  that  the  peak-hour 
traffic  levels  of  service"^  on  Sansome  Street  north  of  Broadway 
are  good   (levels  of  service  A  or  B)   up  to  the  intersections 
at  Chestnut  Street  and  The  Embarcadero,  where  signals  interrupt 
the  free  flow. 

The  morning  peak-hour  volume  of  710  vehicles  is  95%  of  the 
estimated  750  vehicles  per  hour  capacity  of  Sansome  Street 
at  the  Embarcadero  intersection,  representing  a  level  of 
service  C. 

Battery  Street  is  a  two-lane,  one-way  street  southbound  with 
parking  permitted  on  both  sides.     Traffic  volumes  on  Battery 
reached  an  estimated  total  of  8,800  per  day,  and  measured 
750  vehicles  in  August  1977  in  the  afternoon  peak  hour   (4:45  p.m. 
-  5:45  p.m.)   at  the  intersection  of  Battery  and  Union.  During 
the  morning  peak  hour   (7:45  a.m.  -  8:45  a.m.)   there  were 
570  vehicles.     Traffic  on  Battery  Street  north  of  Broadway 
is  free  flowing  until  the  afternoon  peak  hour,  when  freeway 
commuter  traffic  tends  to  back  up  behind  the  Broadway  signal. 
The  afternoon  peak  hour  volume  of  750  is  107%  of  the  estimated 
700  vehicles  per  hour  capacity  of  Battery  Street,  representing 
a  level  of  service  D. 


"''See  Appendix  D  for  definition  of  levels  of  service 
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Comparison  of  traffic  counts  taken  in  1977  and  1976  with 
the  count  volumes  shown  in  the  1973  Traffic  Analysis  report 
by  John  J.  Forristal  indicates  that  traffic  volumes  have 
changed  little  since  1973.     All  peak-hour  volumes  on  Sansome 
and  Battery  Streets  have  decreased  by  3%  to  12%  except  after- 
noon peak-hour  traffic  on  Sansome,  which  has  increased  by 
about  15%  in  four  years.     Generally  it  can  be  concluded  that 
traffic  on  Sansome  and  Battery  Streets  has  been  relatively 
stable  in  recent  years;   it  appears  that  traffic  on  The  Embar- 
cadero  has  increased  on  a  daily  basis  and  has  decreased  during 
peak  hours. 

3 .  Parking 

On-street  parking  is  permitted  on  both  sides  of  both  Battery 
and  Sansome  for  maximum  two-hour  periods.     Violations  of 
parking  restrictions  were  observed,  especially  in  driveways 
and  red  zones. ^ 

Off-street  parking  within  the  project  boundaries  is  provided 
by  six  pay  lots  at  the  following  locations:     (1)  on  Sansome 
(east  side)  between  Union  and  Filbert   (121  spaces) ;    (2)  at 
the  southeast  corner  of  Sansome  and  Greenwich   (64  spaces) ; 
(3)   at  the  southwest  corner  of  Sansome  and  Lombard,  across 
from  Telegraph  Landing   (30  spaces);    (4)   at  the  triangle  north- 
west of  Battery  and  Filbert,  bordering  on  the  Belt  Line  tracks 
(208  spaces) ;    (5)   at  the  southwest  corner  of  Battery  and 
Filbert   (60  spaces) ;    (6)   at  the  southwest  corner  of  Front 
and  Filbert   (62  spaces) .     This  last  lot  has  been  added  after 
August  1977. 

Additional  parking  is  provided  by  38  on-street  spaces  on 
Filbert  between  Sansome  and  Front,  six  spaces  on  Front  between 


Survey  by  Alan  M.  Voorhees,  August  1977. 
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Union  and  the  Embarcadero  (additional  on-street  spaces  on 
Front  were  unavailable  at  the  time  of  the  survey  because 
of  sewer  construction)   and  about  23  spaces  on  Greenwich  stub 
west  of  Sansome.     Lots  1,  4,  and  5  are  public  lots  that  charge 
$1.50  to  $2.00  for  all-day  parking.     Lots  2  and  6  offer  monthly 
rates  only.     Lot  3  is  reserved  for  Telegraph  Landing  visitors 
and  residents.     See  Table  4  for  parking  space  survey  results. 
The  peak  parking  demand   (80  percent  of  total  occupancy)  occurs 
around  2  p.m. 

4 .  Transit 

Bus  service  to  the  project  site  is  provided  by  both  MUNI 

and  Golden  Gate  Transit.     MUNI  currently  serves  the  project 

area  with  two  bus  lines,  one  of  them  a  combined  line  (see 

next  paragraph) .     The  32  Route  runs  along  The  Embarcadero 

between  the  Southern  Pacific  Depot  at  Fourth  and  Townsend 

Streets  and  the  Fisherman's  Wharf  area.     These  buses  operate 

at  10  to  15-minute  headways   (intervals)  during  peak  hours 

(between  7:30  a.m.  -  8:30  a.m.  and  4:30  p.m.  -  5:30  p.m.) 

and  at  15  to  20  minute  headways  during  off-peak  hours  every 

day  from  about  6  a.m.  to  6:30  p.m.     The  32  Route  operates 

with  a  peak  load  factor"*"  of  1.2  from  5  p.m.  to  5:30  p.m., 

2 

but  IS  under-utilized  during  off-peak  hours,     according  to 
the  1977  MUNI  ridership  count. 

The  15  Third-Kearny   (Navy  Yard)   Route  runs  between  the  Bayview 
District  and  The  Embarcadero  near  Sansome  and  serves  Sansome 
and  Battery  Streets,  the  Market  Street  area  between  First 


"'"Load  factor:  Number  of  passengers  divided  by  number 
of  seats  provided. 

2 

Average  load  factor  of  0.1  between  2  p.m. -4  p.m. 
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and  Third  Streets,  and  the  S.P.  Depot.     This  route  is  combined 
with  the  42  Sansome   (Navy  Yard)   Route,  which  runs  between 
the  Navy  Yard  Terminal  at  Hunters  Point  and  The  Embarcadero 
near  Sansome  and  serves  the  same  areas.     The  15  and  42  buses 
stop  within  two  or  three  blocks  of  the  Montgomery  and  Embarcadero 
BART  stations.     Headways  along  the  Sansome  and  Battery  section 
are  about  15  minutes  during  peak  hours  and  about  20  minutes 
during  off-peak  hours.     Ridership  counts  undertaken  by  MUNI 
in  1976  indicate  that  the  combined  load  factor  on  these  routes 
near  the  Southern  Pacific  Depot  was  about  1.05  during  the 
afternoon  peak  hour,  which  is  below  the  1.50  maximum  load 
factor  set  by  MUNI  policy.     The  actual  load  factor  would 
be  lower  in  the  project  area,  because  it  represents  a  less 
critical  link  than  between  the  Southern  Pacific  Depot  and 
Market  Street  in  terms  of  ridership  demand. 

Golden  Gate  Transit  serves  San  Francisco  commuters  living 
in  Marin  and  Sonoma  Counties.     Golden  Gate  routes  carry  commuters 
from  Sebastopol  and  Santa  Rosa  in  the  north,  Inverness  and 
Bolinas  in  western  Marin  County,  and  27  other  points  connecting 
to  the  Golden  Gate  Bridge.     Buses  bound  for  the  San  Francisco 
Financial  District  run  along  Battery  and  Sansome  Streets 
during  weekdays  only.     There  are  136  buses  running  on  an 
average  of  about  one-minute  headways  in  the  afternoon  peak 
period   (4  p.m.  -  6  p.m.)   along  Sansome  Street.     Bus  stops 
in  the  project  area  are  located  at  Battery  and  Union  and 
at  Sansome  and  Union. 

5 .      Other  Transportation  Modes 

Other  transportation  modes,  such  as  walking  and  bicycling, 
occur  in  the  project  area.     Pedestrian  activity  is  limited 
to  short  trips  between  parked  vehicles  and  work  or  residential 
destinations.     The  Greenwich  and  Filbert  Steps  provide  pedestrian 
connections  between  the  project  area  and  Telegraph  Hill. 
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Both  Sansome  and  Battery  are  designated  bicycle  routes  and 
incorporate  bicycle  lanes. 

Railroad  facilities  were  originally  developed  in  the  northern 
waterfront  area  to  serve  port  activity,  industries,  and  ware- 
houses.    Belt  Line  tracks  along  The  Embarcadero  serve  the 
piers,  and  run  along  Jefferson  Street  through  Aquatic  Park, 
Fort  Mason  and  the  Marina  Green  to  the  Presidio  and  along 
North  Point  and  Beach  Streets.     The  importance  of  rail  service 
has  diminished  as  a  result  of  changing  land-use  patterns 
and  relocation  of  port  activities. 

The  railroad  tracks  along  The  Embarcadero  and  Jefferson  currently 

serve  the  U.S.  Army  at  the  Presidio  and  Piers  45  and  43. 

The  tracks  are  publicly  owned  and  are  controlled  by  the  Port 

Commission.     San  Francisco  Port  Railroads,  Inc.,  has  the 

right  of  use  for  the  tracks  and  undertakes  an  average  of 

six  switching  operations  per  day,  mostly  between  6  a.m.  and 

noon. 

The  Plan  for  the  Northeastern  Waterfront  shows  that  the 
Embarcadero  rail  corridor  would  be  used  by  a  light  rail  system. 
No  definite  program  has  been  devised  for  the  use  of  these 
tracks.     This  will  depend  on  the  future  development  of  the 
waterfront  and  will  be  decided  by  the  Port  Commission.  The 
federal  government  requires  that  one  set  of  tracks  remain 
along  The  Embarcadero  and  Jefferson. 

H.  NOISE 

To  quantify  existing  noise  levels  in  the  project  area,  a 
noise  survey  was  conducted  on  Wednesday,  10  August,  and  Thursday, 
11  August  1977.     Three  sites  were  chosen  for  study;  their 
locations  are  shown  on  Figure  28,  page  66.     The  details  of 
the  noise  survey  are  given  in  Appendix  A.     The  three  sites 
were  chosen  as  representative  of  the  noise  environment  through- 
out the  area:  noise  levels  at  Site  1  for  the  proposed  Plaza 
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Scale  Feet 


Figure  No.  28 
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and  office  building  locations;  Site  2  for  the  existing  and 
proposed  offices  and  apartments;  and  Site  3  for  the  nearby 
residential  area  on  Telegraph  Hill, 

Each  site  was  monitored  for  15  minutes  during  each  of  three 
time  periods,  7-9  a.m.,  4-6  p.m.,  and  5-7  a.m.     The  results 
of  the  survey,   including  comments  on  the  predominant  noise 
sources  during  the  measurement  periods,  are  summarized  in 
Table  5.     The  table  shows  that  existing  noise  levels  in  the 
area  are  dominated  by  traffic   (automobiles,  trucks  and  buses) . 
Secondary  sources  are  occasional  trains  on  the  Belt  Line 
railroad,  aircraft  overflights,  and  construction  noise. 
Twenty-four-hour  measurements  were  not  made,  but  an  approxi- 
mation of  the  existing  at  each  site  was  made  based  upon 
the  data  obtained.     The  approximate  L^j^'s  at  Sites  1,  2, 
and  3  respectively  are  63  dBA,  64  dBA,  and  58  dBA.^    Table  6 
page  69  ,  lists  typical  sound  levels  measured  in  the  environ- 
ment that  result  from  various  noise  sources. 


I.       LAND  USE 

1.      Project  Site  Land  Use 

Block  A;     As  shown  on  the  existing  Land  Use  Map,  Figure  29, 
page  70,  less  than  40%  of  Block  A  is  covered  with  buildings; 
the  vacant  land  is  currently  used  for  parking   (see  Section 
III.G,  Transportation  for  existing  project  area  parking  statistics) 
On  the  north  side  of  the  block,  facing  Filbert,   is  the  six- 
story,  masonry  Gibraltar  Warehouse,  previously  occupied  by 
antique  dealers.     Directly  behind  this  building  and  fronting 


The  L,     is  the  descriptor  established  by  the  U.S.  EPA 
to  describe  ?he  average  day-night  noise  level  with  a  weighting 
applied  to  noise  occurring  during  the  nighttime  hours  (10 
p.m. -7  a.m.)   to  account  for  the  increased  sensitivity  of 
people  during  sleeping  hours. 

2 

The  A-weighted  sound  level,  expressed  in  dBA,  is  the 
sound  pressure  in  decibels  on  the  "A"  scale.     The  "A"  scale 
weights  frequencies  of  sound  to  reflect  the  way  people  per- 
ceive sound, 
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TABLE  6 


Typical  Sound  Levels  Measured 
in  the  Environment  and  in  Industry 


Civil  defense  siren  (100') 
Jet  takeoff  (200') 

Riveting  machine 

Emergency  engine-generator 
DC-10  flyover  (700') 

Textile  weaving  plant 
Subway  train  (20') 

Bus     (50' ) 

Pneumatic  drill  (50') 

Freight  train  (100') 
Vacuum  cleaner  (10') 

Speech  (3') 

Large  transformer  (200*) 


Decibels , 
A-Weiqhted- 

140 

130 

120 

110 


(6M 


Soft  whisper  (5' ) 
Rustling  leaves 


100 

90 

80 

70 
60 

50 

40 

30 
20 
10 


Rock  music  band 


Pile  driver  (50 ») 

Boiler  room 
Printing  Press  plant 

Garbage  disposal  in  home  (3') 
Inside  sport  car,  50  mph 


Auto  traffic  near  freeway 
Large  store 
Accounting  office 

Private  business  office 
Light  traffic   (100* ) 
Average  residence 

Minimum  levels,  residential 
areas  in  San  Francisco  at 
night 


Recording  studio 


Note;     The  distance  in  feet  between  source  and  listener  is 
shown  in  parentheses. 
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Legend: 

VI    Vacant  Land 

Vs  Vacant  Structure 

P  Parking  (surface) 

Ps  Parking  Structure 
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R  Residential 
C     Private  Sports  Club 
Project  Land  Parcel 


Land  Use,  1977 
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on  both  Battery  and  Union  Streets  is  the  one-story  Battery 
Street  Furniture  Faire,  a  former  retail  furniture  warehouse. 
On  the  corner  of  Battery  and  Union,  abutted  on  two  sides 
by  the  Furniture  Faire,  is  the  brick  Cargo  West  Building. 
This  two-story  structure  is  currently  vacant;  it  was  most 
recently  used  for  a  restaurant. 

Block  B;     Bounded  by  Greenwich  Street  on  the  north.  Block  B 
contains  the  vacant  Italian  Swiss  Colony  Building  at  the 
corner  of  Battery  and  Greenwich  and  a  vacant  two-story  office 
building  at  1300  Sansome  Street   (corner  of  Filbert  and  Sansome 
Streets) .     Together  they  cover  about  45  percent  of  the  block; 
the  rest  is  used  for  parking. 

Block  C;     Some  80  percent  of  this  block  is  occupied  by  buildings 
the  balance  is  used  for  parking  or  for  loading  areas.  On 
Union  and  Front  Streets  is  the  vacant,  2-1/2  story,  concrete, 
Abbott  Laboratories   (Sperry  Flour)  building,  capped  by  a 
tower.     Two  masonry  warehouses  used  for  the  sale  of  antiques 
occupy  the  southwest  quarter  of  the  block.     Adjacent  on  Battery 
is  the  Vorpal  Gallery,  a  brick  structure  that  surrounds  an 
office  building  on  the  corner  of  Filbert.     The  remaining 
two  buildings  are  the  two-story  Adcraft  Sign  Company  and 
the  one-story  Danish  Furniture  Imports  building  on  Front. 
The  former  used  for  offices  and  a  printing  plant  and  the 
latter  as  a  warehouse.     Block  C  is  the  only  block  in  the 
proposed  project  where  individuals  are  currently  employed. 
Three  businesses  employ  15  persons. 

Block  D  and  Block  E;     Block  D  is  vacant  and  is  used  for  parking. 
0  Block  E  was  cleared  by  the  Travelers  Insurance  Company,  owners 
of  the  property,   in  January  of  1978,  and  is  vacant. 

Block  F  and  Block  G;     Block  F,  at  the  corner  of  Sansome 
and  Lombard,  was  cleared  in  1967  by  Travelers  Insurance  and 
0  is  utilized  for  the  daily  parking  of  about  30  cars.  Block 
G  was  cleared  in  1971  by  Travelers  Insuance  and  is  surrounded 
by  a  chain-link  fence. 
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2.      Project  Area  Land  Use 

The  project  site  is  part  of  a  larger  area  characteristically 
referred  to  as  the  Base  of  Telegraph  Hill.     The  area  extends 
along  the  waterfront  from  Broadway  on  the  south  to  Bay  Street 
on  the  north. 

The  Golden  Gateway  Redevelopment  Project  area  and  the  Jackson 
Square  Historic  district  lie  to  the  south.     In  the  Base  of 
the    Telegraph  Hill  area,  south  of  Union  Street,  there  are 
few  vacant  parcels.     The  buildings  are  used  mainly  for  offices 
or  warehousing;  a  few  are  devoted  to  retail  sales  and  light 
industry.     Building  heights  range  from  one  to  six  stories. 
Generally,  the  higher  buildings  are  situated  inland  near 
Sansome  Street  and  the  lower  buildings  near  the  waterfront. 
Some  of  the  older  warehouses  have  been  remodeled  for  use 
by  architects,  antique  dealers,  and  as  furniture  showrooms, 
including  the  Ice  House  at  Sansome  and  Union  Streets,  directly 
south  of  Block  A. 

In  the  southern  part  of  the  Base  of  the  Telegraph  Hill  area, 
only  one  major  building.  Master  Charge,  has  been  built  in 
#  recent  years.     The  building  was  completed  in  June  of  1975 
and  occupies  an  entire  block  at  Front  and  Vallejo  Streets. 
Most  other  buildings  in  the  area  occupy  one-half  block  or 
less . 

North  of  Union  Street,  vacant  buildings,  cleared  land,  and 
parking  lots  predominate.     New  construction  has  been  limited 
to  the  Telegraph  Landing  condominium,  which  was  completed 
in  early  1976  and  is  the  only  residential  development  in 
the  area  bounded  by  Montgomery,  Chestnut,  Sansome  and  Lombard 
Streets.     Directly  west  of  the  project  site  are  the  cliffs 
^  of  Telegraph  Hill.     Residences  border  the  Filbert  and  Greenwich 
steps  and  continue  to  the  top  of  the  hill.     To  the  east  of 
the  project,  at  the  corner  of  Lombard  and  Battery  Streets, 
is  the  Merchants  Ice  House,  newly  renovated  in  1978  for  office 
use.     A  separate  garage,  constructed  west  of  the  building 
in  1978,  provides  parking  for  about  200  cars. 
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A  two-Story  concrete  warehouse  on  the  half  block  south  of 

the  Merchants  Ice  House  has  been  converted  to  a  private  sports 

club.     North  of  the  Telegraph  Landing  block  are  the  renovated 

buildings   (1968)  of  the  Fibreboard  Corporation,  Western  Contract 

Furnishers,  and  Victoria  Station  restaurant  chain  offices, 

and  the  Francisco  Bay  office  complex  built  in  1975  on  Port 

land,  fronting  The  Embarcadero.     A  restaurant  is  located 

on  the  triangular  parcel  opposite  the  foot  of  Pier  27  and 

a  tire  dealership  is  located  on  the  triangular  parcel  opposite 

the  foot  of  Pier  19.     To  the  east  are  The  Embarcadero  and 

Belt  Line  Railroad,  which  provides  limited  freight  service 

to  the  piers. 

Pier  35,  to  the  north  of  the  project  site  at  the  foot  of 
Bay  Street,   is  a  passenger  terminal  that  has  received  continued 
use.     Pier  27,  completed  in  1967,  is  the  newest  on  the  northern 
waterfront,  and  Piers  31  and  33   (see  Figure  2,  page  13)  are 
in  use  as  backup  to  Pier  27  for  bulk  cargo  operations.  Piers 
9  through  23  continue  in  general  maritime  cargo  use. 

3 .       Proposed  Area  Land  Use 

Two  major  projects  are  proposed  near  the  Levi's  Plaza  project 
site.     One  is  the  final  phase  of  the  Golden  Gateway  Redevelop- 
ment Project.     The  three  blocks  to  be  developed  are  bounded 
by  Broadway,  Pacific,  Front,  and  The  Embarcadero.     The  plans 
call  for  the  construction  of  buildings  containing  office 
space  on  the  lower  levels  and  townhouses  above. 

The  second  project  is  the  North  Point  Pier,  a  tourist  marina 
complex  on  Piers  37,  39,  and  41,  approximately  three  blocks 
east  of  Fisherman's  Wharf.     Major  elements  of  the  plan  include 
a  park  to  be  built  along  the  shoreline,  restaurants,  retail 
shops,  fishing  areas,  marinas  for  small  pleasure  craft  and 
sportfishing  boats,  and  a  parking  garage  for  1,000  cars. 

In  addition,  the  City  of  San  Francisco  has  proposed  a  parkway 
(originally  called  the  Maritime  Parkway)  on  The  Embarcadero 
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between  Broadway  and  North  Point  Street.     The  proposed  Embarcad 
Improvement  Plan  calls  for  wider  sidewalks,  lanes  for  truck 
parking  with  improved  access  to  the  piers,  traffic  lanes, 
an  exclusive  right  of  way  for  transit,  a  bicycle  lane,  and 
a  landscaped  parkway  strip  in  front  of  all  development  on 
the  inland  side  of  the  street.     In  all,  about  18,900  square 
feet  (40%)  of  Block  D  and  4,900  square  feet   (6.5%)  of  Block  C 
would  lie  within  The  Embarcadero  right  of  way.  Improvement 
plans  for  The  Embarcadero  also  call  for  street  closures  to 
reduce  interference  with  through  traffic  and  pedestrian  move- 
ments along  The  Embarcadero.     These  proposals  include  the 
closure  of  Greenwich  Street  at  its  intersection  'with  The 
Embarcadero,  and  Front  Street  from  Union  Street  to  The  Embarcad 

J.       VISUAL  QUALITY 

The  proposed  project  site  has  been  used  primarily  for  ware- 
houses since  the  mid-1800s.     As  Port  activities  have  de- 
clined in  recent  years,  old  warehouse  buildings  have  been 
converted  to  office,  restaurant,  and  retail  uses.     Some  build- 
ings have  been  demolished  and  the  land  converted  to  parking 
lots. 

Existing  building  construction  materials  consist  mostly  of 
red  brick;  smaller  buildings  have  wooden  or  concrete  sur- 
faces.    Doorways  and  windows  are  typically  formed  in  semi- 
circular or  elliptical  arches  with  the  windows  set  back  from 
exterior  building  surfaces.     Examples  include  the  Italian 
Swiss  Colony  Building  and  the  Ice  House,  located  at  the  inter- 
section of  Sansome  and  Union  Streets.     Building  forms  charac- 
teristically assume  rectangular  shapes;  ornamentation  is 
not  apparent.     The  six-story  Gibraltar  Warehouse,  on  Filbert 
between  Sansome  and  Battery,  is  the  dominant  building  on 
the  project  site. 
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streets  once  paved  with  granite  cobbles  have  been  resurfaced 
with  asphalt  paving.     Railroad  spurs  penetrate  west  into 
the  project  site  from  the  Belt  Line  tracks  paralleling  the 
Embarcadero.     Telephone  and  electric  lines  supported  on  wooden 
poles  follow  the  grid  pattern  of  the  streets. 

The  vacant  land  bordered  by  Chestnut  and  Montgomery  Streets 
(Block  G)   is  surrounded  by  chain-link  fencing. 

Principal  views  from  the  project  site  to  surrounding  areas 
include,  most  notably,  Telegraph  Hill,  which,  because  of 
its  proximity,  mass,  and  height  of  275  feet,  tends  to  orient 
sightlines  north  to  south  along  the  Hill's  base  and  east 
toward  the  waterfront.     From  the  Battery-Filbert  intersection, 
Coit  Tower  is  prominent,  and  from  many  locations  pier  structures 
adjoining  The  Embarcadero  are  visible.     The  Bay  and  the  Bay 
Bridge  are  principal  objects  in  the  field  of  view  from  points 
on  Telegraph  Hill  above  the  project  site.     The  buildings 
and  parking  areas  of  the  site  are  also  visible  from  residential 
areas  on  the  Hill  and  from  the  Filbert  and  Greenwich  Street 
stairways. 

Off  the  site,  buildings  that  stand  out  because  of  their  size 
are  the  Ice  House  at  the  Sansome-Union  Street  intersection 
and  the  Telegraph  Landing  residential  complex  at  the  Sansome- 
Lombard  Street  intersection. 

K.       HISTORICAL  AND  ARCHAEOLOGICAL  RESOURCES 

1.       The  Northern  Waterfront  -  A  Brief  History 

In  its  natural  state  Telegraph  Hill  was  a  windswept  promontory 
overlooking  a  cove  to  the  south.     Yerba  Buena  Cove  offered 
the  most  protected  anchorage  on  the  northernmost  part  of 
the  San  Francisco  Peninsula  and  for  this  reason  was  the  site 
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for  a  commerce-oriented  town  which  was  established  in  1835 
under  Mexican  authority.     The  town  site  and  cove,  south  of 
Telegraph  Hill,  offered  adequate  space  for  all  development 
until  the  full  impact  of  the  California  Gold  Rush  was  felt- 
late  in  1849. 

The  name  Telegraph  Hill  finds  its  origin  in  the  Gold  Rush 
in  1849  a  semaphore   (or  "telegraph")  was  erected  on  top  of 
the  hill  to  signal  to  the  citizens  of  the  City  the  arrival 
of  ships  through  the  Golden  Gate.     During  the  1850s,  Telegraph 
Hill  first  was  covered  with  tents  and  then  with  shanties 
of  squatters  and  early  residents.     Plate  2  in  Appendix  B"'" 
gives  some  idea  of  the  level  of  development  in  1851. 

The  pressing  need  for  wharf  facilities  to  serve  the  growing 
shipping  of  1849-1852  resulted  in  the  extension  of  long  wharves 
into  the  shallow  waters  of  Yerba  Buena  Cove.     The  same  need 
suggested  the  desirability  and  economy  of  wharves  built  out 
from  or  along  the  steep  slopes  of  Telegraph  Hill,  where  deep 
water  came  close  into  the  bank.     Thus,  the  wharves  and  warehouses 
of  the  project  area  were  not  first  on  the  San  Francisco  water- 
front, although  they  were  constructed  early  (1851  and  immediately 
after).     By  the  end  of  1851,  the  Levi's  Plaza  area  contained 
Griffing's  Wharf  and  Warehouse   (Blocks  A  and  B)   and  a  small 
wharf  next  to  one  of  San  Francisco's  first  prefabricated 
iron  warehouses,  imported  from  England  in  about  1850   (Block  F) . 

In  the  early  and  mid-1850s  the  wharf  and  warehouse  complex 
in  the  area  developed  rapidly.     The  base  of  the  Hill  was 
cut  away  and  the  foreshore  filled  for  construction  of  sub- 
stantial masonry  warehouses  and  wharves  to  accommodate  the 
big  clipper  ships  launched  for  the  lucrative  California  trade 
(see  Figure  30,  page  77  and  Figure  31,  page  78).     Plate  3, 
Appendix  B,  shows  part  of  the  Levi's  Plaza  area,  with  its 
Gold  Rush  "warehouse  row"   (Block  F,  Block  B,  and  Block  E, 
as  well  as  adjoining  areas).     The  year  is  1857,  the  view 


1 


I  1 

J  Olmsted  and  Pastron,  Levi's  Plaza,  Report  on  Historic 

and  Archaeologic  Resources;  prepared  for  Environmental  Impact 
Planning  Corporation,  23  June  1978. 
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Figure  No.31 


is  looking  north  on  Sansome  Street  from  Filbert  Street,  and 
the  ships  at  the  docks  include  the  celebrated  four-master. 
Great  Republic,  the  largest  clipper  ship  ever  built. 

All  the  brick  warehouses  seen  in  this  view  survived  the 
1906  fire.     The  last  of  them  was  torn  down  in  1969.     The  only 
above  ground  structural  remnant  remaining  from  the  warehouses 
is  the  wall  of  the  Pioneer  warehouse,  which  still  stands 
on  Block  A  of  Levi's  Plaza.     The  construction  between  1878 
and  1881  of  the  seawall,  which  forms  the  present-day  bulkhead 
line  and  The  Embarcadero,  added  more  land  to  be  filled,  and 
quarrying  operations  from  1851  up  to  the  First  World  War 
expanded  the  level  area  to  the  west.     The  new  land  was  occupied 
by  more  warehouses  and  industrial  structures,  with  a  scattering 
of  waterfront-type  service  enterprises — saloons,  lodgings, 
ship  chandleries,  and  smithies. 

The  summit  of  Telegraph  Hill  afforded  inexpensive  building 
sites  for  early  residents  who  were  attracted  both  to  the 
view  of  San  Francisco's  harbor  and  the  informal  bohemian 
lifestyle  in  the  Calhoun  Terrace,  Alta  Street,  Pringle  Court, 
and  the  "little  streets"    (40  in  all)  off  steep  wooden  steps 
that  led  to  the  waterfront  scene  below.     The  garden  steps 
became  a  way  of  life  too  attractive  to  be  afforded  by  the 
artists  and  writers  of  the  1920s  and  1930s  as  San  Francisco 
residents  grew  to  appreciate  the  view,  and  Telegraph  Hill 
became  a  fashionable  address. 

2.      Historic  District  Designation 

The  area  of  the  northern  waterfront  containing  the  project  site 
was  an  obvious  candidate  for  designation  as  a  historic  district, 
because  of  the  Gold  Rush  warehouses  preserved  from  the  1906 
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fire  and  because  a  waterfront  industrial  building  from  every 
decade   (except  the  1870s) ,  created  an  architecturally  historic 
network  within  the  district.     Further,  many  buildings  of 
the  post-Gold  Rush  era  were  constructed  so  that  they  contributed 
to  and  enhanced  the  old  waterfront  ambience.     With  the  destruc- 
tion of  the  North  Point   (Seawall  Warehouse)   in  1969,  it  was 
felt  that  some  action  was  needed  to  preserve  what  was  left 
of  San  Francisco's  earliest  waterfront  structures. 

On  3  March  1976,  the  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board"'" 
adopted  a  resolution  of  intent  to  designate  the  area  bounded 
by  Broadway,  Lombard,  The  Embarcadero,  and  the  base  of  Telegraph 
Hill,  including  the  Project  site,  as  a  historic  district. 
However,  no  further  formal  action  has  been  taken. 

If  the  area  were  to  become  a  historic  district,  the  Landmarks 
Board  would  act  on  permit  applications  for  demolition,  new 
construction,  additions,  alterations,  or  exterior  changes 
visible  from  a  public  place  or  thoroughfare  on  the  property 
within  that  historic  district.     To  date,  the  Jackson  Square 
Historic  district  (an  enclave  of  buildings  that  escaped  the 
1906  disaster) ,   is  the  only  one  that  has  been  established 
in  San  Francisco  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors. 

3 .      Buildings  with  Historical  and  Architectural  Significance 

Two  buildings  within  the  project  area  have  been  noted  by 
the  Landmarks  Board  for  their  architectural  and  historic  signi- 
ficance.    They  are  the  Italian  Swiss  Colony  Building  (on 


Established  by  the  City  Planning  Commission  and  the 
Board  of  Supervisors  to  act  in  an  advisory  capacity  to  pre- 
serve historic,  architectural,  and  aesthetic  landmarks. 
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the  corner  of  Greenwich  and  Battery  Streets,  in  Block  B) 

and  the  Cargo  West  Building   (on  the  corner  of  Union  and  Battery 

Streets  in  Block  A) , 

The  San  Francisco  wine  vaults  for  the  Italian  Swiss  Colony 
in  Asti  were  built  from  the  profits  of  its  cooperative  vine- 
yards in  Sonoma  County.     Built  in  1903,  before  prohibition, 
this  example  of  turn-of-the-century  industrial  architecture 
survived  the  1906  fire  and  was  doubled  in  size  by  an  identical 
building  to  the  rear."'"    The  ground-level  arched  doors, 
with  their  iron  shutters,  were  for  receiving  wine  directly 
from  railroad  cars.     The  details  of  the  columns  on  the  second 
story  and  the  ornamental  balustrade  on  the  roof  made  the 
building  an  example  of  this  period's  warehouse  architecture. 

The  sponsor  plans  to  refurbish  the  exterior  of  the  Italian 
Swiss  Colony  Building  and  convert  it  to  office  retail  use. 
^   (See  Figures  10a,  b,  c,  and  d,  pages  24a,  b,  c,  and  d  for 

details.     Appendix  B,  plate  20,  provides  additional  historical 
details  on  this  structure.) 

The  Cargo  West  Building,  also  to  be  preserved  in  the  Levi's 
Plaza  Project   (on  Block  A) ,  was  built  as  the  office  for  the 
Independent  Wood  Company,  a  year  after  the  earthquake  and 
fire,  on  part  of  the  site  of  the  Union  Warehouse  from  the 
Gold  Rush  era.     As  can  be  seen  in  Plate  14,  Appendix  B,  Cargo 
*  West  is  a  two-story  brick  building  that  is  in  keeping  with 
the  larger  Gold  Rush  structure  it  replaced.     After  the  post- 
earthquake  building  boom  passed,  the  Cargo  West  Building 
was  operated  as  a  neighborhood  restaurant  and  bar  with  "lodgings 
above"  by  a  succession  of  Italian  owners.     Interior  remodeling 
of  the  Cargo  West  Building  has  reflected  the  needs  and  tastes 
of  a  succession  of  restaurant  owners. 


Plates  17  and  18  in  Appendix  B  show  the  three-story 
wine  storage  building  in  1924  with  its  twin  building  on  Sansome. 

I' 
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Also  on  Block  A  of  the  Levi's  Plaza  project  is  the  last  re- 
maining wall  of  the  Pioneer  Warehouse,  built  from  the  rubble 
of  Telegraph  Hill  by  Frederick  Griffing  in  1851  on  fill  that 
was  also  carved  out  of  the  hill.     (As  early  as  November  1851 
Griffing  had  constructed  a  wharf  capable  of  taking  advantage 
of  "the  largest  class  of  vessels"  along  what  would  be 
the  line  of  Battery  Street,  north  towards  Greenwich.^)  The 
Pioneer  Warehouse  survived  the  1906  fire  and  was  used  continuously 
for  waterfront  storage  until  it  was  demolished  in  1954,  leaving 
only  the  south  wall  standing  as  part  of  the  north  face  of 
a  later  built  storage  building  occupied  by  the  Battery  Street 
Furniture  Faire. 

Across  the  street  from  the  Cargo  West  Building  and  the  wall 
of  the  Pioneer  Warehouse  is  the  Vorpal  Galleries  Building 
(Block  C)  which  occupies  the  corner  of  Filbert  and  Battery. 
The  present  two-story  brick  building  stands  on  the  site  of 
Dock  Drive  that  led  to  Cowell's  Wharf  during  the  Gold  Rush 
and  in  the  1860s.     Plate  9,  Appendix  B,  taken  in  1867,  shows 
Block  C  when  Cowell's  Warehouse  was  at  the  foot  of  Union 
and  the  wharf   (called  Shaw's  Wharf  on  the  Coast  Survey  Map 
of  1859,  Map  3,  Appendix  B,  page  18) ,  and  was  the  site  for 
ship  repair  and  discharging  cargo. 

Plate  15,  Appendix  B,  shows  the  Vorpal  Galleries  site  six 
months  after  the  1906  fire  when  the  present  structure  had 
been  built.     At  that  time  the  block  was  still  owned  by  the 
Cowell  family  and  the  two-story  brick  building  was  used  by 
the  Cowell  family  as  a  stable  through  the  1920s.     The  corner 
plot  was  filled  with  a  waterfront  saloon  of  the  same  sort 
that  had  persisted  on  that  corner  site  from  the  1870s. 


See  Appendix  B  for  a  discussion  of  this  historic  wharf 
and  warehouse  in  Eldredge  v.  Cowell,  1852,  under  "Gold  Rush 
Hulks  and  Storeships"  and  "Gold  Rush  Wharves  and  Warehouses." 
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The  Vorpal  Galleries  building  was  successively  used  by  a 
variety  of  operations  that  included  the  Humboldt  Malt  Brewery, 
the  ice  house  of  the  Solid  Gas  Corporation,  the  Caldri  Ice 
Corporation,  and  the  headquarters  of  the  Marine  Shop  Labor 
Union  #886,  together  with  the  Sopac  Ship  Maintenance  and 
and  the  Plant  Brothers  Contractors.     Like  the  Cargo  West 
Building,  the  Vorpal  Galleries  is  a  two-story  brick  structure 
whose  scale  and  brick  facade  are  in  keeping  with  the  general 
ambience  of  what  is  left  of  San  Francisco's  Gold  Rush  ware- 
house district.     Unlike  the  Cargo  West  Building,  the  Vorpal 
Galleries  has  not  been  designated  an  historic  landmark. 

The  Sperry-Abbott  Building  is  in  the  opposite  corner  of  Block  C, 
at  the  corner  of  Front  and  Main  Streets.     It  was  designed 
in  1915  by  George  Wagner  for  the  Sperry  Flour  Company  on 
the  site  that  was  orginally  Law's  Wharf.     The  Sperry  Flour 
Company  dated  back  to  1852,  when  Austin  Sperry  built  his 
first  flour  mill  in  Stockton.     The  company  that  built  the 
building  was  bought  by  General  Mills  in  1920.     From  1946 
to  1967  Abbott  Pharmaceutical  Laboratories  occupied  the  build- 
ing; hence  the  name  Abbott  on  the  tower. ^ 

4 .      Archaeological  Resources 

The  characteristics  of  the  natural  site  and  its  modification, 
on  the  eastern  (Bay)   side  during  the  1850s  and  the  western 
(Telegraph  Hill)   side  from  the  1850s  through  the  first  decade 
of  the  20th  century,  divide  the  Levi's  Plaza  area  into  three 
general  zones  from  the  standpoint  of  potential  archaeological 
resources.     The  natural  shoreline  is  shown  on  Figure  32, 
page  85,  together  with  the  20-foot  and  40-foot  contours  of 


Appendix  B  has  further  notes  on  the  remaining  buildings 
in  the  project  area  as  they  stand  today,  together  with  addi- 
tional information  on  the  buildings  of  more  historic  interest 
above . 
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the  294-foot  hill,  as  shown  by  the  U.S.  Coast  Survey  in 
February  1852,  when  only  slight  and  very  local  modification 
of  the  slope  had  taken  place. 

The  dashed  line  on  Figure  32,  page  85,  shows  the  approxi- 
mate base  of  the  steep  slope  or  cliff  left  by  quarrying  opera- 
tions, and  represents  a  line  of  20  feet  or  lower  in  compari- 
son with  the  datum  plane   (mean  low  tide)  of  the  original 
contours.     Thus,  a  large  part  of  the  project  area  comprises 
a  zone  in  which  prehistoric,  Spanish-Mexican,  early  American, 
Gold  Rush  period,  and  even  later  cultural  remains  at  the 
surface  or  immediate  subsurface  level,  would  have  been  removed 
by  quarrying  and  grading, 

A  second  zone  of  historical  archaelogical  potential  comprises 
the  Gold  Rush   (1851-1857)   fill  and  wharf  area.     Fill  in  the 
project  area  appears  to  have  come  directly  from  Telegraph 
Hill  initially   (1851-1852) ,  but  may  have  been  supplemented 
from  other  areas  as  early  as  1853-1854.     Figure  32,  page  85, 
shows  storeships  located  in  the  area  at  specific  times  during 
the  early  1850s.     The  remains  of  one  or  more  of  these  ships 
probably  still  exist,  as  will  be  described.     It  can  be  presumed 
that  scattered  cultural  materials,  the  result  of  loss  or 
discard,  exist  in  the  fill  or  in  the  area  occupied  by  wharves 
and  shipping  prior  to  the  completion  of  the  present  seawall 
in  this  area  in  1881.     Specific  deposits  of  substantial  quan- 
tities of  cultural  materials  could  appear  in  association 
with  fill   (and  the  filling  of  planked-over  areas) .  These 
would  be  in  the  form  of  refuse,  either  dumped  periodically 
for  some  years  in  specific  locations,  e.g.,  under  or  alongside 
the  frame  buildings  of  the  1860s  and  1870s  constructed  on 
pilings  along  Battery  Street  between  Cowell's  Wharf  and  Filbert 
Street,  or  dumped  in  the  course  of  a  specific  filling  operation. 

There  is  no  specifically  identified  site  in  the  Levi's  Plaza 
project  area  that  was  historically  used  for  dumping. 
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The  third  zone  comprises  the  area  used  by  shipping  from  the 
late  1850s  to  the  1878-1881  construction  of  the  seawall  seg- 
ments fronting  the  project  area.     Sunken  ships  or  other  obstruc- 
tions to  the  use  of  the  wharves  would  have  been  removed. 
Even  as  conspicuous  a  structure  as  Law's  Wharf  of  1852-1853 
appears  partially  removed   (to  clear  Cowell's  Wharf  and  Ware- 
house) by  1857  and  is  entirely  absent  on  the  1869  Coast  Survey 
Chart.     Because  of  the  complexity  of  the  wharf  development 
of  this  area   (on  Blocks  C  and  D)  during  1868-1878,  scattered 
cultural  remains  associated  with  a  variety  of  maritime  uses 

-  from  ship  repair  to  the  Italian  lateen-rigged  fishing 
fleet  -  might  be  expected  on  or  just  below  the  surface  of 
the  Bay  mud  line.     However,  excavation  of  similar  areas  in 
1977-1978  during  construction  of  the  North  Shore  and  Channel 
Outfalls  Consolidation  Projects''"  has  shown  a  "light"  distribu- 
tion of  artifacts,  except  where  dumping  associated  with  deliberate 
filling  occurred.     Large  parts  of  this  zone  in  Blocks  C  and 
D  were  not  filled  until  after  completion,  in  1881,  of  the 
seawall  along  the  outer  edge  of  the  present  Embarcadero. 

a.      Prehistoric,  Spanish-Mexican,  Early  American  Periods 
(to  1849) 

The  original  foreshore  in  the  project  area   (crossing  Blocks 
A,  B,  and  F)   was  for  the  most  part  very  steep  and  unsuitable 
for  any  type  of  abode.     There  are  no  recorded  prehistoric 
sites  in  the  neighborhood  of  the  area.     The  native  inhabitants, 
skilled  in  the  construction  and  navigation  of  tule  canoes, 
may  have  visited  parts  of  the  shore:     Therefore,  individual 
artifacts  may  exist  in  a  narrow  zone  along  either  side  of 
the  original  shoreline.     Findings  of  Spanish-Mexican  or  Early 
American  cultural  remains  are  subject  to  the  same  limitations. 


Public  works  sewerage  projects  to  reduce  the  occurrence 
of  wet-weather  overflows  into  the  Bay  along  the  north  and 
northeast  shores  of  San  Francisco,  see  EIRs  EE  75.122  and 
75.155. 
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No  structures  existed  on  the  site  before  1849,  and  it  was 
not  until  1854  that  the  first  roadway  was  built  around  the 
foot  of  the  hill  to  North  Beach. 

b.       Gold  Rush  Hulks  (1850-1857) 

From  the  historical  archaeological  standpoint,  the  identified 
presence  of  a  number  of  Gold  Rush  storeships  and  hulks,  one 
or  more  of  which  are  probably  still  in  existence  in  the  pro- 
jected area,  represents  a  focus  of  interest.     A  detailed 
analysis  of  the  storeships  in  this  area,  including  identi- 
fication and  probable  disposition,   is  found  in  Appendix  B. 
It  has  been  possible  to  identify  by  name  or  location  store- 
ships  and  hulks  used  in  connection  with  wharves  and  ware- 
houses during  the  Gold  Rush  period.     Figure  32,  page  85, 
shows  approximate  locations.     Alta  California  of  July  31,  1852, 
lists  the  names  and  "neighborhood"  locations  of  no  less  than 
164  storeships;  the  number  of  these  listed  as  moored  in  the 
vicinity  of  the  project  area  could  suggest  additions  to  the 
fleet.     But,  as  the  discussion  in  the  Appendix  shows,  even 
some  of  those  shown  on  the  map  (Figure  32,  page  85)  appear 
to  have  been  moved  out. 

To  the  extent  that  they  could  be  identified,  the  ships  shown 
in  Figure  32,  page  85,  were  all  storeships  at  one  time  -  sea- 
going ships,  barks,  or  brigs  -  that  had  arrived  at  the  height 
of  the  Gold  Rush,  were  laid  up  because  of  the  prohibitive 
cost  of  shipping  crews,  and  were  large  enough  and  sound  enough 
to  be  used  for  safe  and  dry  storage  of  goods.     Tonnages  are 
known  for  some  of  them:     the  Palmyra  was  probably  the  smallest, 
a  brig  of  145  tons;  the  William  Gray  more  typical,  a  ship 
of  295  tons.     The  William  Gray  appears  to  have  been  drawn 
to  measurement  on  an  1852  map   (Map  lA  in  the  Appendix)  and 
was  about  115  feet  long,  with  a  beam  of  about  33  feet. 

By  the  time  a  storeship  had  been  engulfed  by  wharves  and 
fill,  it  would  have  been  a  hulk  stripped  of  anything  move- 
able or  valuable.     If  the  ship  had  been  drawn  as  far  as  possible 
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inshore  on  the  highest  tides,  the  bulwarks  and  perhaps  deck 
and  a  portion  of  the  topsides  would  have  projected  above 
city  grade  and  would  have  been  cut  down.     In  ships  of  the 
period,  oak  frames,  stem,  sternpost,  keel,  and  other  timbers 
would  be  expected,  and  oak  planking  and  ceiling  were  common, 
although  there  was  a  growing  scarcity  of  oak  and  a  recogni- 
tion of  the  superiority  of  some  species  of  pine  for  planking. 
The  hull  would  commonly  be  coppered. 

Details  concerning  the  vessels  numbered  on  the  map  (Figure  32) 
are  in  Appendix  B,  with  a  discussion  on  the  reliability  of 
their  identification,  location,  and  other  pertinent  informa- 
tion.    Below  is  a  summary  of  storeships  or  hulks  identified 
as  being  on  or  near  the  project  site  in  the  Gold  Rush  period. 
Comments  are  given  on  reliability  of  the  source  of  identifi- 
cation and  location  and  the  probability  of  substantial  remains 
at  the  approximate  locations  noted. 

1.  The  Dalmatia  is  reliably  located  and  identified  as  of 
1852,  and  less  reliably  reported  to  have  been  sent  back  to 
sea.     This  vessel,  or  some  other,  is  possibly  located  in 

a  slightly  different  position  alongside  Cowell's  Warehouse 
and  partially  under  it.     (Photographs  from  the  1860s  show 
that  she  did  not  remain  in  the  mapped  position.) 

2.  The  William  Gray  is  reliably  located;   it  is  less  reliably 
reported  that  the  ship  was  removed  for  breaking  up.     If  still 
in  existence,  it  does  not  lie  in  the  exact  early  1852  location. 
It  may  have  become  one  of  the  ships   (6,  7,  or  8)   used  in 
extending  Griffing's  Wharf. 

3.  The  Dryade  is  reliably  located  for  the  year  1852,  but 
its  removal  for  other  use  has  been  positively  documented. 

4.  and  5.        The  Philip  Hone (4)    is  reliably  reported  buried 
in  the  approximate  location  shown.     The  Rhone  or  another 
vessel   (5)   is  reliably  indicated  at  this  position,  but  could 
have  been  removed.     Both  vessels  are  not  on  the  project  site. 
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6.  A  vessel  has  been  reliably  established  as  forming  part 
of  the  foundation  for  Griffing's  Wharf   (1852).     It  could 

be  the  William  Gray  (discussed  above)  or  Palmyra ^  or  another 
vessel,  not  identified.     It  is  quite  probable  that  vessel 
#6  exists  and  is  buried.     Its  east-west  location  is  quite 
specific;   its  north-south  location  varies  by  about  50  to 
60  feet. 

7.  and  8.        Griffing's  intention  to  extend  his  wharf  by 
use  of  two  or  more  ships  was  reliably  reported.     The  wharf 
was  extended,  but  it  is  not  certain  that  hulks  were  used. 
The  Palmyra  was  fairly  reliably  reported  near  this  location, 
and  it  may  have  been  a  hulk  used  by  Griffing.     The  Palmyra 
could  be  in  an  alternate  location,  or  may  not  be  in  existence. 

9.      The  LeBaron  was  fairly  reliably  reported  "sunk  near 
North  Point  Dock."     It  also  might  be  at  an  alternate  location 
nearby  or  may  have  been  subsequently  removed. 

c .      Other  Cultural  Materials  of  the  Gold  Rush  Period 

Figure  31  shows  wharf  structures  on  Blocks  B,  C,  and  D  in 
1857.     In  addition,  there  was  a  small  wharf   (seen  on  the 
1852  and  1853  Coast  Survey  charts)   extending  from  the  shoreline 
approximately  to  the  centerline  of  Sansome  Street  along  the 
line  of  the  north  wall  of  the  small  iron  warehouse,  which 
is  south  of  the  Bay  Warehouse  site.     The  portion  of  Law's 
Wharf  on  Block  C  was  removed  prior  to  1857.     Remains  of  the 
other  wharves,  together  with  wharves  constructed  in  the  1860s 
and  1870s   (see  Plate  6  of  Appendix  B  for  a  view  of  circa 
1877)  ,  may  exist  in  and  under  fill  placed  after  completion 
of  the  Embarcadero  seawall  in  1881. 

The  foundations  and  floors  of  the  Union,  Pioneer's  (Griffing's), 
Griffing's  Bonded,  Flint's,  Scott's,  Bay,  and  Lombard  warehouses 
all  appear  to  have  been  below  present  grade,  and  for  the 
most  part,  probably  are  extant  a  few  feet  below  the  present 
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surface.     Scott's  Warehouse   (as  noted  on  the  1886  Sanborn 
Map  in  Appendix  B)  appears  to  have  had  a  basalt-block  flooring 
-  unusual  if  part  of  the  original  construction.     The  Bay 
and  Scott's  are  noted  on  the  same  map  as  having  basalt  side- 
walk platforms.     If  these  are  the  same  stoops  shown  on  Plate  3 
(Appendix  B)   from  1857,  the  date  and  material  are  of  interest 
and  they  may  exist  wholly  or  partly  one  or  two  feet  below 
the  present  grade. 

d.  Cultural  Materials  of  the  1860s  and  1870s 

The  introductory  comments  to  this  section,  particularly  the 
zones  in  which  types  of  cultural  materials  may  be  extant, 
are  referred  to. 

No  specific  sites  have  been  identified  that  might  contain 
materials  adding  to  our  knowledge  of  the  cultural  period, 
nor  have  any  specific  subsurface  remains  of  the  period  been 
identified  as  valuable,  museum-type  relics. 

e.  From  the  Seawall  to  the  Earthquake  and  Fire  (1881-1906) 

During  this  period,  filling  of  areas  on  the  eastern  side 
of  Levi's  Plaza  and  continuation  of  cutting  down  to  grade 
a  portion  of  the  western  side  were  the  notable  events  regard- 
ing archaeological  resources.     Cutting  continued  to  remove 
any  earlier  cultural  materials.     Filling  may  have  introduced 
quantities  of  contemporary  refuse  -  household  garbage  and 
industrial  waste  from  blacksmithing  and  from  the  large  sugar 
refinery  on  the  south  side  of  Union  Street  -  along  with  sterile 
fill.     Specific  refuse-dumping  operations  have  not  been  identified, 
but  experience  with  the  excavation  of  areas  filled  under 
similar  conditions   (North  Shore  and  Channel  Outfalls  Consoli- 
dation Projects)  has  shown  the  occurrence  of  such  sites  where 
substantial  dumping  took  place  over  a  short  time. 
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f ,      Earthquake  and  Fire  to  Present  (1906-) 


The  effect  of  the  1906  destruction  upon  archaeological  resources 
of  the  project  area  would  be  confined  primarily  to  the  filling 
with  debris  of  some  previous  below-grade  building  floors. 
The  1906  fire  burned  only  the  south  half  of  Block  A  and  all 
of  Block  C.     The  Union  Warehouse  appears  to  have  had  a  floor 
below  grade,  and  materials  from  the  1852  building  and  debris 
from  Block  C  or  Blocks  south  of  Union  may  be  found  below 
present  grade  to  a  depth  of  three  feet  or  more.     In  subsequent 
decades,  all  the  pre-1906  structures  that  occupied  the  project 
area  have  been  demolished,  with  the  exception  of  the  Italian 
Swiss  Colony  and  the  wall  of  the  Pioneer  Warehouse.  Again, 
cultural  materials  may  have  been  introduced  into  below-grade 
plots  if  slabs  or  parking  lots  were  subsequently  constructed, 
but  there  is  no  evidence  that  these  materials  will  add  to 
our  knowledge  of  cultural  history. 


L.       POPULATION  AND  EMPLOYMENT 

Fifteen  people  are  employed  in  the  existing  structures  on 

Block  C.'''    There  is  no  employment  on  other  Blocks  of  the 

project.     Telegraph  Landing,  the  residential  development 

previously  noted  to  the  north  of  the  project  site,  has  360 
2 

occupants . 

It  is  estimated  that  about  11,300  people  were  employed  in 
the  northern  waterfront  area  in  1975.     Between  1970  and  1975 
certain  activities  had  declined,  but  jobs  in  finance,  insurance. 


■'"Memorandum,  Don  Wyler,  B.J.W.  Associates,  San  Francisco, 
28  September  1977. 

^Robert  Kilbride,  Manager,  Telegraph  Landing,  telephone 
conversation,   30  August  1977. 
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real  estate,  business  services,  and  professional  services 
had  increased.     It  is  estimated  that  half  the  total  employment 
in  the  area  is  in  office  activities  and  retail  trade.  Manufac- 
turing and  trade,  communications,  and  utilities  account  for 
about  35%  of  the  total  employment  in  the  area."*" 

M.       COMMUNITY  SERVICES 

2 

1.  Wastewater 

The  San  Francisco  Wastewater  Management  Program  is  responsible 

for  sewage  treatment  in  the  City  of  San  Francisco.  Three 

3 

primary  treatment  plants    are  currently  in  operation:  the 
North  Point  plant,  the  Southeast  plant,  and  the  Richmond- 
Sunset  plant. 

The  North  Point  plant,  located  at  Bay  and  Kearny  Streets, 
processes  wastewater  from  the  area  of  the  proposed  develop- 
ment.    Treated  wastewater  discharges  through  outfalls  located 
beneath  Piers  33  and  35,     The  plant  treats  about  60  percent 
of  the  City's  dry-weather  wastewater   (plans  are  to  convert 
it  to  a  wet-weather  facility  and  to  transfer  dry-weather 
wastewater  loads  to  the  Southeast  Water  Pollution  Control 
Plant, 

The  North  Shore  Outfalls  Consolidation  Plan  has  been  adopted 
by  the  City  to  reduce  wet-weather  overflows  from  bypass  out- 
falls on  the  northern  waterfront.     Rain  water  runoff  will 
be  stored  temporarily  until  it  can  be  treated.     The  Embarcadero 


Arthur  D,  Little,  Inc,  Commercial  and  Industrial  Acti- 
vity in  San  Francisco;     Present  Characteristics  and  Future 
Trends,  June  1975, 

2 

Information  reviewed  with  Linda  Ferbert,  former  Deputy 
Manager,  San  Francisco  Wastewater  Management  Program,  telephone 
conversation,  2  September  1977, 

3 

Primary  treatment:     The  first   (sometimes  the  only) 
major  treatment  in  a  wastewater  treatment  works,  usually 
sedimentation.     The  removal  of  a  substantial  amount  of  sus- 
pended matter  but  little  or  no  colloidal  and  dissolved  matter. 
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section  is  now  under  construction.     Current  plans  call  for 
enlargement  of  the  Southeast  Plant  to  a  180-mgd-capacity 
secondary  treatment  plant.     Construction  began  in  1978  and 
will  take  two  and  a  half  years  to  complete.     Upon  completion, 
the  Southeast  plant  will  provide  treatment  for  the  dry-weather 
flow  now  treated  at  the  North  Point  plant. 

2.  Solid  Waste 

The  Golden  Gate  Disposal  Company  serves  the  project  site. 
Solid  wastes  are  taken  to  the  San  Francisco  transfer  station 
immediately  west  of  Highway  101  on  the  San  Francisco-San 
Mateo  County  Line,  and  from  there  to  a  sanitary  landfill 
in  Mountain  View.     The  Mountain  View  landfill  has  a  life 
expectancy  of  about  ten  years   (1987).''"    Golden  Gate  Disposal 
is  studying  alternative  landfill  locations  and  disposal  methods. 

2 

3.  Schools 

Four  public  schools  serve  the  project  area.  Garfield/Pacific 
Heights  Elementary  School  at  2340  Jackson  Street  takes  children 
from  kindergarten  to  third  grade.     The  school  has  a  1977- 
1978  enrollment  of  243  students  and  a  capacity  of  275  students. 

Raphael  Weill  School,  1501  O'Farrell  Street,  serves  grades 
four  through  six  and  has  additional  capacity  for  approximately 
600  students.     The  present  enrollment  is  278. 

Francisco  Junior  High  School,  2190  Powell  Street,  educates 

grades  seven  through  nine;  present  enrollment  is  781  students; 

the  school  has  additional  capacity  for  approximately  200 
students.     Galileo  High  School,  1850  Francisco,  is  the  senior 

high  school  for  grades  ten  through  twelve.     Enrollment  for 

1977-1978  is  1,720;  the  school  has  additional  capacity  for 
approximately  200  students. 


■^EIP,  unpublished  data,  San  Francisco  Bay  Area  Wastewater 
Solids  Study. 

2  .... 

James  Casassa,  School  Operations  Division,  San  Francisco 

Unified  School  District,   interview,  6  September  1977. 
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IV.     ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACTS 


A.       GEOLOGY  AND  SEISMICITY 

The  most  common  geological  hazards  are  surface  rupturing, 

2 

groundshaking ,  and  ground  failure   (e.g.,  liquefaction  and 
seismically  induced  landslides) . 

The  proximity  of  the  San  Andreas  and  Hayward  fault  zones 
makes  groundshaking  likely  at  the  project  site  in  the  event 
of  seismic  activity  along  either  of  the  faults.     The  San 
Andreas  fault  is  capable  of  producing  an  earthquake  of  Richter 
magnitude  8.25   (comparable  to  the  1906  San  Francisco  earth- 
quake) ,  and  the  Hayward  fault  is  capable  of  producing  a  Richter 
magnitude  7+  earthquake   (comparable  to  the  1868  Hayward  earth- 
quake) .     Groundshaking  is  the  major  factor  responsible  for 
damage  to  structures  and  loss  of  life,  especially  in  urban 
areas,  and  the  project  area  can  be  expected  to  experience 


To  allow  the  relative  comparison  of  anticipated  impacts 
between  those  of  the  Levi's  Plaza  proposal  and  impacts  that 
would  result  from  previous  proposals  in  the  project  area, 
the  following  documents  are  cited  herein:     San  Francisco 
Department  of  City  Planning,  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report, 
Greenwich  Square,  Vicinity  of  Sansome,  Greenwich,  Union  and 
Front  Streets,  Case  No.  CU73.30,  EE73.53,  5  June  1973,  and 
San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning,  Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Report,  The  Waterfront,  Vicinity  of  Chestnut,  Lombard 
and  Sansome  Streets,  Case  No.  CU73.12,  EE119,  6  March  1973. 

2 

Liquefaction;     Earthquake-induced  transformation  of 
a  stable  granular  material,  such  as  water-bearing  sand,  into 
a  fluid-like  state,  similar  to  quicksand. 
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severe  shaking  during  a  major  earthquake.     Intensity  of  ground- 
shaking  depends  on  the  distance  to  the  epicenter  of  the  earth- 
quake and  the  nature  of  the  subsurface.     As  a  result,  struc- 
tures built  on  Bay  muds,  artificial  fill,  or  bedrock  would 
experience  different  magnitudes  of  groundshaking .     In  non- 
cohesive,  coarse-grained,  water-saturated  deposits,  lique- 
faction might  occur  as  a  result  of  groundshaking. 

Some  rocks  or  boulders  could  be  shaken  from  portions  of  Telegraph 
Hill's  slopes  during  sufficiently  strong  future  earthquakes, 
although  the  locations  would  be  difficult  to  predict.  Most 
of  the  existing  slope  on  the  western  side  of  Block  E  is  presently 
covered  with  vegetation  and  it  is  impossible  to  see  the  under- 
•  lying  rock.     This  portion  of  Telegraph  Hill  is  lower  and 
not  as  steep  as  adjacent  areas  and  the  rock  exposed  at  the 
base  of  the  slope  at  either  end  of  the  building  area  is  typically 
highly  fractured.     In  addition,  the  computer  building  itself 
would  act  as  a  retaining  structure.     These  factors  suggest 
that  the  hazard  due  to  large  boulders  would  not  be  as  severe 
on  this  slope  as  elsewhere,  although  this  cannot  be  confirmed 
without  further  investigation. 

A  portion  of  the  hillside  closest  to  Block  A  failed  in  January 
1978,  and  remedial  measures  have  been  taken  to  remove  the 
loose  debris.     The  barrier  fence  at  the  base  of  the  slope 
will  be  strengthened  and  reconstructed  shortly  by  the  City. 
These  factors,  plus  the  distance  between  the  slope  and  the 
^   proposed  building,   indicate  that  the  hazard  due  to  further 
rockfalls  would  be  relatively  low.     The  need  for  mitigating 
measures  against  potential  rockfalls  would  be  evaluated  on 
a  case-by-case  basis,  depending  upon  final  building  layouts 
and  grading  plans. 

The  seismic  stability  of  the  large  rock  slide  on  the  slopes 
above  Block  G's  southwest  corner  is  currently  being  evaluated. 
It  should  be  ponted  out  that  this  rock  face  apparently  felt 
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the  1906  earthquake  without  experiencing  major  instability. 
Movement  occurred  in  1971,  but  since  the  installation  of 
a  drainage  gallery,  accompanied  by  regrading,  by  the  City 
and  County  of  San  Francisco  in  1972,  further  movements  are 
not  detectable  by  conventional  surveying  methods. 

It  is  highly  unlikely  that  the  shear  zone  within  Telegraph 
Hill  would  be  reactivated  in  case  of  another  seismic  event. 
There  is  no  evidence  that  the  zone  was  active  during  the 
1906  earthquake. 

B .  HYDROLOGY 

1.      Surface  Runoff  and  Water  Quality 

Urban  runoff  contains  contaminants  in  the  form  of  suspended 
solids,  nutrients,  heavy  metals,  pesticides,  and  bacteria; 
these  result  from  runoff  from  open  areas,  deposited  vehicle 
emissions,  street  surface  material,  leaf-fall,  litter,  spills, 
animal  droppings,  and  atmospheric  fallout. 

The  quantity  of  stormwater  runoff  requiring  drainage  depends 
on  the  magnitude  of  a  given  rain  storm  and  the  character- 
istics of  the  land  surface.     Increasing  the  amount  of  imper- 
vious surface  area   (streets,  buildings,  plaza,  etc.)  increases 
the  amount  of  runoff  requiring  drainage  by  decreasing  the 
amount  of  water  that  can  percolate  through  to  the  ground- 
water table. 


■^Mr.  Ray  Rice,  Dames  and  Moore,  telephone  conversation, 
7  December  1978. 
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Of  the  nine  acres  included  in  the  proposed  project  area 
(excluding  streets  and  the  slopes  of  Telegraph  Hill) , 
approximately  60%  can  at  present  be  considered  impervious 
surface,  primarily  in  Blocks  A,  B,  C,  and  D. 

Most  of  Block  F  and  all  of  Blocks  E  and  G  currently  have 
no  impervious  area.     If  the  proposed  project  is  implemented, 
the  impervious  surface  area  would  remain  approximately  the 
same  in  Blocks  A,  B,  and  C;  the  proposed  park  in  Block  D, 
with  its  grass  and  landscaped  areas,  would  reduce  the  imper- 
vious surface  in  that  area  from  about  95%  to  20%.     The  greatest 
increase  in  impervious  surface  would  occur  in  Blocks  E,  F, 
and  G,  presently  undeveloped,  which  would  be  almost  completely 
converted  to  impervious  surface. 

The  proposed  project  would  increase  the  impervious  surface 
area  of  the  total  site  to  about  80%  an  increase  of  33%. 
Stormwater  runoff  and  contaminants  from  the  site  would  also 
increase  by  approximately  33%.     The  total  increase  in  imper- 
vious surface  would  be  about  two  acres. 

In  addition  to  the  surface  runoff  generated  on  the  site, 
the  drainage  facilities  proposed  for  construction  would  have 
to  carry  runoff  from  the  north  and  east  sides  of  Telegraph 
Hill.     The  small,  year-round  ponded  area  in  Block  F  indicates 
that  the  water  table  may  be  very  close  to  the  surface  near 
Telegraph  Hill;  such  areas  would  require  increased  drain- 
age facilities.     All  runoff  from  the  site  would  continue 
to  be  discharged  to  San  Francisco's  combined  storm  drain/sewer 
system  and  would  contribute  to  overflows  when  runoff  exceeds 
present  or  future  system  capacity. 

2 .  Groundwater 

The  proposed  project  would  have  no  effect  on  the  groundwater 
regime  in  the  vicinity  of  the  site.     The  only  major  permanent 
underground  facility  proposed  is  the  parking  area  beneath 
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Building  A  (see  Figure  8,  page  22).     This  structure,  ex- 
tending approximately  15  feet  below  ground  level,  would  disrupt 
groundwater  flow.     Groundwater  pumping  has  been  undertaken 
by  the  City  to  reduce  rock  movement   (see  Section  III.  B.) 
near  Kearny  and  Lombard  Streets,  where  hydraulic  forces  have 
resulted  in  some  road  and  structure  displacement.     If  future 
engineering  studies  indicate  that  this  type  of  subdrainage 
work  should  be  undertaken  on  the  project  site  to  improve 
slope  stability,  some  alteration  of  groundwater  flow  would 
result.     Since  the  groundwater  is  not  of  sufficiently  high 
quality  to  be  of  potential  use,"'"  flow  alteration  would  not 
result  in  any  adverse  impact. 

C.  TRANSPORTATION^ 

1.  Introduction 

The  methods  used  in  assessing  transportation  impacts  and 
the  analysis  framework  are  explained  in  Appendix  D.  Appendix 
D  also  contains  the  technical  details  of  the  impact  assess- 
ment.    This  section  includes  the  results  of  impact  analysis. 

2,  Relationship  of  Proposed  Project  to  the  Transportation 
Elements  of  Local  Plans 

The  Transportation  Element  of  the  Comprehensive  Plan  of  the 

3 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco    designates  Battery  and 

■^City  of  San  Francisco,  Draft  EIR  for  the  Greenwich 
Square  Project,  5  June  1973. 

2 

Since  the  publication  of  the  Draft  EIR,  quantitative 
changes  have  occurred  in  the  assignment  of  space  to  uses  and  in 
space  layout   (affecting  numbers  of  dwelling  units  and  parking 
spaces) .     None  of  these  changes  have  required  changes  in  the  cal- 
culation of  transportation  impacts  because  they  fall  within  the 
+10%  level  of  statistical  validity  of  the  methods  used  to  pre- 
dict the  impacts. 

3 

Transportation;     The  Comprehensive  Plan,     San  Francisco 
Department  of  City  Planning,  27  April  1972. 
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Sansome  Streets  as  major  thoroughfares  intended  to  carry 
traffic  between  districts  in  the  City.     They  would  provide 
for  relatively  free-flowing  and  high-capacity  conditions. 
The  plan  states   (p.  19)   that,  where  possible,  vehicular  access 
directly  to  and  from  local  streets  should  be  from  other  than 
major  thoroughfares,  e.g.,  via  secondary  thoroughfares  or 
collector  streets.     This  would  especially  apply  to  traffic 
to  and  from  driveways  and  parking  garages. 

Access  points  to  the  proposed  garages  would  be  from  side 
streets,  i.e.,  from  Union  Street  near  Battery  into  the  Block  A 
garage;  from  Lombard  near  Montgomery  into  the  Block  F  garage 
(residential  section  only) ,  from  Sansome  into  the  Block  F 
garage   (public  section) ,  and  from  Chestnut  west  of  Montgomery 
into  the  Block  G  garage. 

The  City-wide  transportation  plan  shows  Sansome  and  Battery 

Streets  as  transit  arterial  streets,  i.e.,  preference  is 

given  to  transit  vehicles;  it  recommends  that  the  design 

of  these  two  arterials  facilitate  movement  of  the  Marin  commuter 

buses.     These  recommendations  agree  with  those  expressed 

in  the  Golden  Gate  Long  Range  Transportation  Program. This 

report  shows  both  thoroughfares  with  an  exclusive  bus  lane 

during  peak  hours. 

The  proposed  Levi's  Plaza  project  would  not  conflict  with 
these  plans.     Its  design  would  allow  for  the  exclusive  transit 
lanes  and  would  provide  space  for  bus  stops.     The  project 
would  increase  the  demand  for  public  transit  in  the  area. 

2 

The  Plan  for  the  Northeastern  Waterfront    further  reinforces 
the  objectives  of  developing  transit  as  a  primary  mode  of 
travel.     In  addition  it  recommends  to: 


Phase  II-Element  A  San  Francisco  Transit  Route  Studies 
submitted  to  Golden  Gate  Corridor  Board  of  Control,  April 
1975,  prepared  by  Kaiser  Engineers. 

2 

A  part  of  the  Master  Plan  of  the  City  and  County  of 
San  Francisco,  adopted  19  January  1977. 
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"limit  additional  parking  facilities  in  the  Northeastern 
Waterfront  and  minimize  the  impact  of  this  parking.  Dis- 
courage long-term  parking  for  work  trips  which  could 
be  accommodated  by  transit.     Restrict  additional  parking 
to:    (1)   short-term  (less  than  four  hours)  parking  facilities 
to  meet  needs  of  additional  business,  retail,  restaurant, 
marina,  and  entertainment  activities;  and   (2)  long-term 
parking  facilities  for  maritime  activities,  hotel,  and 
residential  uses.     To  the  extent  possible,  locate  parking 
away  from  areas  of  intense  pedestrian  activity." 

The  proposed  long-term  parking  spaces  for  project  employees 
conflict  with  this  policy. 


3 .     Additional  Travel  Volumes  into  Downtown  San  Francisco 

Table  7  shows  the  proportions  estimated  for  each  travel  mode, 
if  the  proposed  project  is  carried  out.     They  represent  modal 
splits  of  the  project  employees  as  they  enter  downtown  San 
Francisco.     The  underlying  assumptions  for  these  modal  splits, 
including  improvements  in  MUNI  service,  are  explained  in 
Appendix  D. 

TABLE  7 

Travel  Modes  of  Project  Employees  into  Downtown  San  Francisco 

Primary  travel  mode"^  Percent  split 

MUNI  24.0% 

BART  20.0 

Car  driver  17.5 

AC  Transit  7.0 

Golden  Gate  Transit  9.0 

Ferry  4.5 

Car  Passenger  5.0 

Walk  4.0 

SP  train  2.0 

Greyhound  1.0 

Other   (bicycle,  taxi)  6 . 0 

Total  100.0% 


■'"When  the  base  data  for  this  table  were  collected,  SAMTRANS 
(San  Mateo  County  Transit) ,  did  not  yet  operate  into  San  Francisco 
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Based  on  the  modal  split  estimates  and  on  the  total  number 
of  employees,  the  travel  volumes  are  estimated  for  each  mode, 
for  employees  and  for  visitors.     Table  8  summarizes  the  addi- 
tional travel  volumes  for  the  major  modes.     Peak-hour  travel 
volumes  in  the  morning  and  afternoon  are  each  assumed  to 
be  33%  of  the  total  daily  employee  travel  volumes.  This 
means  that  about  2/3  of  all  project-generated  employees  entering 
or  leaving  the  downtown  area  within  the  peak  commute  hours 
(i.e.,  during  the  peak  hours  of  the  road  network  and  of  the 
MUNI  routes  in  the  downtown  area)  do  so  between  about  7:30 
a.m.  and  9  a.m.  and  between  4:30  p.m.  and  6  p.m.     These  assump- 
tions are  based  on  ridership  statistics  of  MUNI,  on  a  discussion 
with  a  Levi  Strauss  representative  regarding  the  arrival 
and  departure  times  of  their  employees,"^  and  on  general  commute 
peaking  characteristics. 

The  additional  vehicle  trips  generated  by  the  proposed  project 
into  and  out  of  downtown  San  Francisco  are  estimated  at  1,930 
daily  trips.     Additional  transit  trips  are  summarized  in 
Table  8.     Their  impacts  are  analyzed  on  page  103. 

4 .     Future  No-Build  Traffic  Conditions  on  Adjacent  Streets 

No  traffic  projections  are  currently  available  for  the  streets 

that  would  be  affected  by  the  proposed  project.     If  the  project 

is  not  built  the  following  growth  rates   (based  on  "worst- 

2 

trend"  assumptions  )  can  be  assumed: 


Mr.  Hersch  Goldberg,  Levi  Strauss,  phone  conversation, 
23  January  1978. 

^Scott  Shoaff,  Associate  Traffic  Engineer,  San  Francisco 
Department  of  Public  Works,  phone  conversation,  25  August 
1977. 
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+  1.5  percent  per  year  for  The  Embarcadero 

+  1.0  percent  per  year  for  Battery,  Sansome  and  others 

The  traffic  impacts  of  the  proposed  project  are  analyzed 
for  the  year  1982,  after  the  project  would  be  completed. 
The  daily  traffic  projections  for  1982  without  the  project 
would  be: 


Sansome  Street 
Battery  Street 
Union  Street 
Front  Street 
Greenwich  Street 
Filbert  Street 
The  Embarcadero 
Lombard  Street 
Montgomery  Street 


10,680  vehicles 

9,280  vehicles 

740  vehicles 

3,150  vehicles 

1,580  vehicles 

1,470  vehicles 

28,000  vehicles 

4,060  vehicles 

3,950  vehicles 


It  is  assumed  that  peak-hour  traffic  will  grow  proportionally 
to  the  average  daily  traffic   (ADT) . 

5 .     Traffic  Impacts  of  the  Proposed  Project  on  Adjacent  Streets 

The  amount  of  additional  traffic  generated  on  adjacent  streets 
by  the  proposed  project  would  depend  chiefly  on  the  amount 
of  additional  parking  provided  by  the  project.     It  is  the 
number  of  parking  spaces  supplied,  rather  than  the  number 
of  employees  or  square  feet  of  commercial  area,  that  would 
determine  the  traffic  increases  generated  by  the  project 
on  the  adjacent  streets.     The  only  vehicle  trips  generated 
by  the  proposed  project  on  adjacent  streets  not  determined 
by  the  number  of  parking  spaces   (i,e.,  not  ending  in  a  parking 
space)   are  delivery  trips  by  car,  van,  truck,  or  bicycle, 
or  passenger  drop-off  and  pick-up  trips.     This  number  of 
vehicle  trips  is  small  compared  to  those  generated  by  parking 
stalls.     Furthermore,  only  part  of  these  vehicle  trips  would 
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represent  new,  additional  trips.     The  remainder  represents 
delivery  vehicles  that  are  already  circulating  on  the  streets 
and  will  do  so  with  or  without  the  proposed  project.  The 
number  of 'parking  spaces  shown  on  the  preliminary  plan  is: 

Under  Block  A  160  spaces 

On  Block  F  825  spaces 

On  Block  G  150  spaces 

Total  spaces  added  1,135  spaces 

To  estimate  the  additional  traffic  generated  on  the  adjacent 
streets  by  the  proposed  project,  turnover  rates  must  be  assumed 
for  each  parking  facility.     To  cover  a  worst-case  situation, 
a  100%  occupancy  is  assumed  with  a  relatively  high  turnover 
rate  for  the  spaces  that  would  be  added  and  a  low  turnover 
rate  for  the  spaces  that  would  be  eliminated.     The  proposed 
project  would  eliminate  approximately  612  existing  off-street 
parking  spaces.     (See  Table  4) .     The  following  is  a  summary 
of  these  assumptions: 

Turnover  rate^ 

Parking  Facility  Spaces  (vehicles/space/day)  Vehicles/day 
Block  A  +160  2.0  +  320 

Block  F  +825  2.25  +1856 

Block  G  +150  1.5  +  225 

Existing  parking  -612  1.2  -  734 

Total  +523  +1667 


'AMV  estimates 
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The  maximum  amount  of  additional  daily  traffic  generated 
by  the  proposed  project  on  the  adjacent  streets  would  thus 
be  at  most  1,670  vehicles,  or  3,330  vehicle  trips. ^ 

No  information  exists  on  how  the  additional  traffic  would 
be  distributed  over  the  existing  street  network.     The  following 
are  the  possible  routes  and  the  worst-case  distribution  of 
additional  traffic.     The  total  distributions  add  up  to  more 
than  100%  because  potential  maximum  distributions  have  been 
assumed  for  each  route. 

-  To  and  from  the  south   (Battery  and  Sansome)  60% 

2 

-  To  and  from  the  east   (Union)  5% 

-  To  and  from  the  north 

(The  Embarcadero  via  Battery  and  Sansome)  40% 

-  To  and  from  the  north   (Montgomery)  15% 

These  traffic  proportions  have  been  assigned  to  individual 
road  sections  based  on  the  location  and  number  of  parking 
spaces  proposed: 


Note  that  the  above  traffic  generation  estimates  based 
on  the  number  of  parking  spaces  and  on  their  turnover  rate, 
result  in  about  73  percent  more  vehicle  trips  than  the  addi- 
tional vehicle  trips  generated  by  the  proposed  project  into 
downtown  San  Francisco  (based  on  the  number  of  employees 
and  visitors  and  on  their  modal  splits) ,     This  is  due  to 
the  worst-case  assumptions  used  for  parking  occupancies  and 
turnover  rates. 

2 

Assumes  that  Union  Street  is  directly  connected  to 
The  Embarcadero,  as  envisioned  in  the  Plan  for  the  North- 
eastern Waterfront. 
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Daily  inbound  traffic; 


Sansome  Street   (Broadway  to  Greenwich) 

60% 

(1000 

vehicles 

Battery  Street   (The  Embarcadero  to  Lombard) 

40% 

(  667 

vehicles 

The  Embarcadero  (Bay  to  Battery) 

40% 

(  667 

vehicles 

Greenwich  Street   (Battery  to  Sansome) 

30% 

(  500 

vehicles 

J.  ^  ^ 

(  250 

\     £a  ^  yj 

Montgomery  Street   (Francisco  to  Lombard) 

15% 

(  250 

vehicles 

Union  Street   (Battery  to  Sansome) 

10% 

(  167 

vehicles 

Union  Street   (Front  to  Battery) 

5% 

(  83 

vehicles 

Daily  outbound  traffic: 

Battery  Street   (Union  to  Broadway) 

60% 

(1000 

vehicles 

Sansome  Street   (Lombard  to  the  Embarcadero) 

40% 

(  667 

vehicles 

The  Embarcadero  (Sansome  to  Bay) 

40% 

(  667 

vehicles 

Greenwich  Street   (Sansome  to  Battery) 

30% 

(  500 

vehicles 

Lombard  Street   (Sansome  to  Battery) 

25% 

(  417 

vehicles 

Lombard  Street   (Montgomery  to  Sansome) 

15% 

(  250 

vehicles 

Montgomery  Street   (Lombard  to  Francisco) 

15% 

(  250 

vehicles 

Union  Street   (Sansome  to  Battery) 

10% 

(  167 

vehicles 

Union  Street   (Battery  to  Front) 

5% 

(  83 

vehicles 

Table  9,  page  107,  summarizes  the  daily  and  peak-hour  traffic 
increases  on  the  adjacent  streets.     The  highest  absolute 
increases  would  occur  on  The  Embarcadero  between  Bay  and 
Sansome  Streets   (+1,330  ADT)   and  the  highest  relative  increase 
(144%)  would  occur  on  Union  Street  between  Battery  and  Sansome. 
Peak-hour  traffic  increases  have  been  assumed  to  be  20%  of 
24-hour  traffic  increases  onto  one-way  streets   (Sansome  and 
Battery)   and  15%  of  24-hour  traffic  increases  onto  two-way  streets. 
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Table  10,  page  109,  shows  the  1982  peak-hour  traffic  conditions 
with  and  without  the  proposed  project.     On  The  Embarcadero 
the  1982  peak-hour  volumes  with  the  project  would  be  about 
11  percent  higher  than  the  1982  no-project  conditions.  This 
represents  a  worsening  of  traffic  congestion  to  level  of 
service  D/E"^,  which  is  close  to  the  maximum  possible  capacity. 

On  Sansome,  between  Broadway  and  Greenwich,  the  1982  peak- 
hour  traffic  would  be  about  27%  higher  with  the  project. 
Peak-hour  traffic,  with  the  project,  would  represent  less 
than  50%  of  the  capacity  of  that  section  of  Sansome  Street. 

The  higher  peak-hour  volume  with  the  project  would  make  the 
morning  level  of  service  of  the  Broadway-Sansome  Street  inter- 
section worse.     A  large  proportion  of  this  higher  volume 
would  be  vehicles  coming  from  the  Broadway  freeway  off-ramp 
and  making  a  right  turn  onto  Sansome. 

On  Sansome,  between  Lombard  and  The  Embarcadero,  the  peak- 
hour  traffic  would  be  17%  higher  with  the  project.  This 
would  lower  the  level  of  service  at  The  Embarcadero  inter- 
section from  about  C  to  E. 

The  exit  from  the  614-car  garage  on  Block  F  (excluding  the 
211  residential  parking  spaces)  would  be  located  on  Sansome 
Street  at  about  150  feet  south  of  Lombard  Street.  Weaving 
conflicts  would  occur  between  existing  through  traffic  on 
Sansome  Street  and  traffic  that  wants  to  turn  right  onto 
Lombard  Street  to  drive  eastbound  toward  Battery  Street. 
Based  on  the  traffic  distribution  estimates  and  on  peak- 
hour  factors,  there  would  be  approximately  100  vehicles  that 
would  want  to  weave  through  the  two  traffic  lanes  to  make 
a  right  turn  during  the  peak  afternoon  hour. 


See  Appendix  D  for  definition  of  levels  of  service. 
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On  Battery  between  Union  and  Broadway  peak-hour  volumes 
would  be  25%  higher  with  the  project.     Level  of  service  would 
reach  F.     Traffic  congestion  would  occur  at  certain  peak 
moments  and  traffic  would  divert  to  other,  parallel  streets, 
such  as  Front  and  The  Embarcadero  to  avoid  the  bottleneck. 
Therefore,  level  of  service  F  would  not  occur  on  a  regular 
basis. 

The  section  of  Battery  Street  between  The  Embarcadero  and 
Lombard  has  a  higher  capacity  than  the  section  between  Union 
and  Broadway.     Its  level  of  service  would  remain  within  the 
A  range. 

Traffic  on  The  Embarcadero  between  Bay  and  Sansome  would 
increase  by  about  11%  during  peak  hours  as  a  result  of  the 
proposed  project.     It  would  reach  about  93%  of  the  maximum 
capacity  of  The  Embarcadero. 

On  Greenwich  and  Union  Streets,  east  of  Sansome,  traffic 
volumes  would  more  than  double  as  a  result  of  the  increased 
traffic  generation  of  the  proposed  project  and  because  of 
the  closure  of  Filbert  Street.     Traffic  volumes  would,  how- 
ever, remain  below  capacities  and  level  of  service  would 
remain  with  the  A  range. 

The  closure  of  Filbert  Street  would  improve  traffic  flow 
along  Sansome  and  Battery. 

On  Lombard  Street  between  Battery  and  Montgomery,  and  on 
Montgomery  Street  between  Lombard  and  Francisco,  peak-hour 
volumes  would  increase  by  about  21%.     The  number  of  traffic 
conflicts  would  increase  along  these  streets,  especially 
near  the  new  driveways  into  Blocks  F  and  G.     Traffic  volumes 
would  not  exceed  55%  of  the  capacities  of  these  streets  and 
levels  of  services  would  remain  within  the  A  range,  which 
is  defined  as  a  free  flow  condition. 


See  Appendix  D  for  level  of  service  description. 
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Note  that  the  above  traffic  impacts  are  based  on  worst-case 
assumptions  regarding  parking  occupancy  and  turnover  rates 
and  the  traffic  distribution  and  assignments.     The  impacts 
would  probably  not  occur  as  described  on  all  links  simul- 
taneously . 

6 .     Impacts  on  Parking 

The  proposed  project  would  eliminate  approximately  612  parking 
spaces   (545  off-street  and  67  on-street  parking  spaces.  Table  4 
page  63) .     During  a  survey  of  these  spaces,  as  many  as  550 
(90%)  were  occupied  at  one  time   (see  Table  4) .     If  the  pro- 
posed project  is  built,  this  demand  for  550  parking  spaces 
would  remain  unsatisfied  except  as  it  would  be  filled  by 
the  parking  facilities  in  the  project,  the  Francisco  Bay 
garage  on  Francisco  Street  between  Montgomery  and  Kearny, 
and  the  garage  in  the  One  Lombard  Street  building.  About 
23  of  these  spaces  are  located  at  the  Greenwich  stub  and 
allow  the  Telegraph  Hill  residents  with  "A"  parking  permits 
to  park  for  more  than  2  hours.     The  project  would  reduce 
the  demand  by  eliminating  three  businesses  and  commercial 
establishments  which  now  generate  a  demand  for  an  estimated 
9  to  21  spaces,  assuming  an  average  of  3  to  7  spaces  required 
for  each  business.     Thus,  the  additional  unsatisfied  demand 
would  be  for  529-541  spaces. 

Based  on  the  estimated  additional  vehicle  traffic  generated 
by  the  employees  and  visitors  of  the  proposed  project  into 
downtown  San  Francisco  (see  Table  8,  page  102),  and  based 
on  average  daily  turnover  rates   (1.0  for  employee  vehicles 
and  3.0  for  visitor  vehicles),  the  additional  vehicle  trips, 
converted  into  vehicles,  can  then  be  converted  into  parking 
demand  generated  by  the  proposed  project  as  follows: 
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parking  demand  of  employees: 


1160 
2x1 


=  580  spaces 


parking  demand  of  visitors: 


770 


=  130  spaces 


2x3 


parking  demand  of  condominiums: 


one  per  dwelling 
unit  for  daytime 


=  336  spaces 


total  parking  demand  of  project; 


1046  spaces 


It  should  be  understood  that  this  is  the  parking  demand 
generated  by  the  proposed  project.     The  future  employers 
are,  however,  not  obligated  to  provide  parking  for  their 
employees,  and  most  would  not  do  this.     Levi  Strauss,  for 
instance,  does  not  provide  any  parking  for  its  employees. 
Therefore,  a  certain  proportion  of  this  demand  would  actually 
not  be  satisfied  in  the  project  itself.     This  proportion 
would  depend  on  the  parking  price  rates  that  would  be  charged. 
It  is  expected  that  many  employees  would  try  to  find  cheaper 
or  even  free  parking  close-by.     They  would  be  competing  for 
inexpensive  parking  with  those  people  currently  using  the 
project  site  for  parking. 

The  sponsor  of  the  proposed  project  has  an  agreement  with 
the  Ice  House  to  provide  its  employees  and  customers  exclusively 
120  spaces  under  Block  A.     If  these  spaces  are  added  to  the 
project  demand,  the  total  demand  would  be  for  1,166  parking 


spaces . 


Worst  case.     The  project  sponsor  proposes  to  build 
311-336  condominium  units. 
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The  project  sponsor  proposes  to  build  1,135  spaces,  which  would 
be  31  spaces  or  2.7%  short  of  the  estimated  demand.     In  view 
of  the  margin  of  error  of  the  estimating  procedure  of  +10 
percent,  this  proposed  supply  is  considered  to  be  adequate 
for  the  estimated  demand  generated  by  the  project  employees, 
visitors  and  residents.     If  the  eliminated  on-site  parking 
spaces  are  included,  the  parking  demand  in  the  project  area 
would  exceed  the  supply  by  about  560  to  572  spaces. 

The  San  Francisco  Planning  Code  gives  the  following  parking 
requirements:''" 

Residential:  1  space  per  dwelling  unit 

Business  Office:  1  space  per  500  square  feet 

of  occupied  floor  area  where 
the  floor  area  exceeds  5,000 
square  feet 

Retail  Space:  1  space  per  500  square  feet 

of  occupied  floor  area  up  to 
20,000  square  feet  where  the 
floor  area  exceeds  5,000  square 
feet,  plus  one  space  for  each 
250  square  feet  of  occupied 
floor  area  in  excess  of  20,000. 

Based  on  336  dwelling  units  in  the  project,  a  total  of 

2 

671,000    net  occupiable  square  feet  of  business  office  and 
about  22,400  net  square  feet  of  retail  space,  plus  the  120 
spaces  necessary  to  meet  the  Ice  House  parking  requirement, 
a  total  of  1,848  parking  spaces  would  be  required   (336  for 
the  residential  units,  120  for  the  Ice  House,  and  1,392  for 
the  office  and  commercial  space) .     The  proposed  1,135  parking 
spaces  would  fall  short  of  meeting  the  parking  requirement 
by  713  spaces. 


Source:     Staff  Guidelines  for  Development:  Northern 
Waterfront  Blocks  -  Bounded  by  Union,  Sansome,  Greenwich, 
and  Battery  Street;     prepared  by  the  San  Francisco  Department 
of  City  Planning,    (no  date  indicated). 

2 

Net  square  feet  computed  at  80  percent  gross. 
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In  order  for  the  project  to  include  a  number  of  parking  spaces 
that  is  less  than  the  standard  City  Planning  Code  requirement, 
an  exception  to  the  requirement  would  have  to  be  granted  through 
the  conditional  use  authorization  for  the  project.     The  granting 
of  such  an  exception  would  be  in  compliance  with  the  objectives 
and  policies  stated  in  the  Plan  for  the  Northeastern  Waterfront. 
See  Section  IV. C. 2.,  Relationship  of  Proposed  Project  to  the 
Transportation  Elements  of  Local  Plans. 

An  investigation  of  existing  parking  facilities  in  the  study  area"'' 
indicated  that  on  an  average  day  there  are  about  80  to  100  vacant 
parking  stalls  available  in  the  Francisco  Bay  parking  garage  on 
Francisco  Street  between  Montgomery  and  Kearny,  and  that  the  parking 
garage  in  the  One  Lombard  Street  building  may  have  an  excess  of 
20  to  30  unoccupied  spaces  available.     The  need  for  parking  spaces 
of  the  tenants  of  One  Lombard  Street  when  fully  occupied,  does 
not  appear  to  be  as  high  as  originally  planned.     An  additional 
supply  of  about  100  parking  spaces  would  thus  be  available  in 
the  area  and  drivers  who  currently  park  on  the  project  site  would 
likely  use  these  facilities  once  project  construction  begins. 

During  the  construction  period  of  the  proposed  project,  an  average 
of  247  individuals  would  be  on  the  site  for  about  3.2  years  (see 
page  157  of  the  Draft  EIR) .     Assuming  that  all  these  employees 
would  be  on  the  site  full  time  and  that  they  would  have  the  same 
travel  behavior  as  the  employees  who  are  expected  to  work  in  the 
future  offices,   it  is  estimated  that  an  average  of  about  43  spaces 
would  be  needed  for  the  construction  personnel.     The  project  sponsor 
has  indicated  that  provisions  would  be  made  throughout  the  construc- 
tion phases  to  provide  parking  for  construction  personnel  on  the 
project  site. 

7 .       Impacts  on  Transit 

Table  8,  page  154,  shows  the  additional  travel  volumes  that 
would  be  generated  on  the  different  modes  into  and  out  of 
downtown  San  Francisco.     Additional  trips  on  transit  are 
summarized  as  follows: 

■^AMV  phone  calls  with  parking  managers  and  attendants 
24-30  January  1978,  and  on  5  May  1978  with  Mr.  Lopez  from 
the  Francisco  Bay  Garage. 
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Transit  system 


Daily  employee  trips 
(during  commute  hours) 


Afternoon 
peak-hour  trips 


1 


MUNI 


1590 


530 


BART 


1320 


440 


AC  Transit 


460 


150 


Ferry 


300 


100 


Golden  Gate  buses 


600 


200 


Greyhound 


SP  trains 


These  additional  ridership  volumes  occur  at  peak  periods 
when  the  transit  systems  already  operate  at  or  close  to  capacity. 
For  all  transit  systems  except  MUNI,  the  ridership  increases 
are  within  the  annual  growth  rates  of  these  systems. 

If  the  travel  volumes  arriving  in  downtown  San  Francisco 
by  MUNI,  BART,  AC  Transit,  SAMTRANS,  the  Southern  Pacific 
railroad,  and  ferry  are  assigned  to  the  MUNI  routes  that 
serve  the  project  site   (32,  15  and  42) ,  capacity  increases 
would  be  required  as  these  routes  would  have  to  carry  the 
travelers  transferring  from  the  non-MUNI  modes   (other  than 
the  Golden  Gate  Transit) ,  as  well  as  those  originating  (on 
MUNI)   in  San  Francisco.     During  peak  hours  an  additional 
1,260  passengers  would  have  to  be  carried  by  these  routes 
or  the  ones  that  will  replace  them.     About  70  of  the  530 
additional  riders  on  MUNI  would  arrive  in  the  off-peak  direction, 
i.e.,  from  the  Northern  Waterfront  area.     The  peak-hour, 
peak-direction  ridership  increase  on  routes  32,  15  and  42 
would  thus  be  about  1,190.     Assuming  an  average  number  of 


It  is  estimated  that  the  overall  afternoon  peak  hour 
is  between  4:45  p.m.  and  5:45  p.m.,  but  for  a  particular 
mode  it  could  be  anywhere  between  4:30  p.m.  and  6:00  p.m. 

2 

Some  of  these  trips  may  be  made  on  SAMTRANS  buses. 
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42  seated  passengers  per  bus  and  32  standees,  the  ridership 

increase  would  require  an  additional  16  buses  during  the 

peak  hour.     About  11  of  these  buses  would  be  required  on 

the  15  and  42  routes,  and  5  on  the  32  route.     This  means 

that  the  combined  frequency  near  the  project  site  of  routes 

15  and  42  during  peak  hours  would  have  to  be  about  four  minutes 

instead  of  the  existing  15  minutes.     The  peak-hour  frequency 

of  route  32  would  have  to  be  about  six  minutes  instead  of 

the  existing  10-15  minutes.     As  previously  indicated,  some 

bus  improvements  are  currently  planned  for  this  corridor, 

but  nothing  specific  has  yet  been  adopted. 

The  POM  Study  recommends  several  changes  in  the  MUNI  lines 
serving  the  area:     the  15  is  replaced  by  a  more-frequent 
42.     Present  P.M.  peak-hour  service  includes  9  vehicles; 
POM  increases  it  to  17.     Along  the  32  line,  one  vehicle  will 
be  added  to  the  present  11.     Totally,  9  vehicles  are  able 
to  be  added  due  to  the  increased  efficiency  of  the  POM  grid 
network.     This  still  leaves  the  Sansome/Battery/Embarcadero 
area  7  vehicles  (500  riders)  short  of  being  able  to  handle 
the  estimated  increased  patronage. 

Assuming  that  each  additional  bus  during  peak  hour  requires 
one  additional  full-time  driver  plus  equipment,  the  MUNI 
capacity  increase  is  estimated  to  cost  approximately  $350,000 
to  $700,000  per  year.     If  funds  were  not  available  to  pay 
these  costs,  then  transit  service  would  decrease  and  this 
disincentive  for  transit  use  could  result  in  more  vehicular 
traffic.     See  Section  VII. I. 1,  page  183,  Mitigation  Measures. 

8 .     Loading  and  Unloading 

The  preliminary  plans  for  the  proposed  project  show  loading 
docks  for  each  of  the  major  buildings  along  Union  and  Greenwich 
Streets.     These  loading  areas  are  always  perpendicular  to 
the  street  within  the  project  property  line. 
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The  loading  dock  for  Block  A  would  be  located  on  Union  Street 
about  70  feet  west  of  Battery.     This  would  be  just  before 
Union  Street  narrows  to  about  20  feet  in  front  of  the  Ice 
House.     For  Block  B  the  loading  dock  would  be  on  Greenwich 
Street  about  50  feet  east  of  Sansome  and  for  Block  C  the 
loading  dock  would  be  on  Union  Street  about  40  feet  west 
of  Front  Street.     Trucks  and  service  vehicles  would  have 
access  to  these  loading  areas  from  Battery,  Sansome,  and 
The  Embarcadero. 
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These  loading  docks  would  be  located  on  secondary  streets 
carrying  fewer  than  3,400  daily  vehicles   (Table  10,  page  161). 
The  total  number  of  service  vehicles  attracted  by  the  proposed 
project  is  estimated  at  about  120  vehicles  per  day.  Between 
25  and  30  of  these  vehicles  would  be  large  trucks.^  The 
number  of  conflicts  between  maneuvering  trucks  and  traffic 
would  therefore  be  about  one  every  15  minutes  somewhere  in 
the  project  area. 

Some  loading  spaces  would  have  to  be  reserved  during  certain 
hours  on  Sansome  Street  in  front  of  the  shops  proposed  on 
Block  F.     The  developer  would  have  to  apply  to  the  San  Francisco 
Department  of  Public  Works  to  have  a  yellow  zone  established. 

9 .     Pedestrian  Circulation 

Pedestrain  and  vehicular  traffic  would  conflict  at  two  points: 
on  Sansome  Street  at  the  current  Filbert  Street  intersection, 
and  on  Battery  Street,  also  at  Filbert  Street.     There  are 
now  pedestrian  crossings  at  these  locations.     With  the  pro- 
posed project   (closing  of  Filbert  Street  plaza  west  of  Battery 
Street)   these  locations  would  become  crossing  points  for 
major  pedestrian  movements.     The  project  sponsor  proposes 
that  the  pedestrian  crossings  be  about  40  feet  wide. 

The  critical  period  for  the  Sansome  Street  crossing  would 
be  during  the  p.m.  commute  rush  hour  when  the  commute  traffic 
(about  880  to  950  vehicles  per  hour)  would  conflict  with 
the  employees  walking  to  or  from  the  Filbert  Steps  or  the 
garage  on  Block  F.     Based  on  the  number  of  employees  who 
would  work  in  the  proposed  project  an  estimated  maximum  of 


"Commercial  Vehicles  in  a  Large  Central  Business  Dis- 
trict," William  Marconi,  Senior  Traffic  Engineer,  San  Francisco 
•  Department  of  Public  Works,  Figures  6-9,    (no  date  indicated). 
Available  for  public  review  at  the  Department  of  City  Planning 
Office  at  45  Hyde  Street. 
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250  pedestrians  would  want  to  cross  Sansome  Street  at  this 
location  during  the  peak  hour.     This  presents  no  capacity 
problems  for  the  vehicular  traffic. 

Additional  pedestrians  would  cross  Sansome  Street  at  Greenwich. 
This  movement  would  be  lighter  than  that  at  Filbert  Street. 

The  critical  period  for  the  Battery  Street  crossing  would 
be  during  the  lunch  period,  when  employees  from  Blocks  A 
and  B  would  walk  to  the  proposed  park  on  the  triangle  between 
Battery  and  The  Embarcadero.     Assuming  good  weather,  one- 
third  of  the  employees  working  on  Blocks  A  and  B  could  con- 
ceivably cross  Battery  Street  in  one  direction  during  the 
peak  hour.     These  pedestrians  would  be  in  conflict  with  about 
400  vehicles  per  hour.     Enough  gaps  should  exist  in  the  vehicle 
flow  to  allow  the  pedestrian  movement  without  capacity  problems. 

10 .  Preservation  of  Future  Options 

Flexibility  to  adapt  to  possible  future  decreases  in  automobile 
use  could  be  preserved  by  designing  some  or  all  of  the  proposed 
parking  space  so  as  to  facilitate  conversion  to  other  uses. 
This  would  be  partcularly  appropriate  for  the  above-grade  park- 
ing levels  in  the  Block  F  parking  structure  and  condominiums 
building.     City  staff  will  discuss  this  possibility  with  project 
sponsor. 

11.  Rail  Spur  Tracks 

The  railroad  spur  track  that  runs  up  Filbert  Street  from 
the  Embarcadero  currently  serves  only  one  remaining  rail 
customer  in  the  area,  the  Walter's  Warehouse.  The  track 
would  be  removed  and  rail  service  discontinued,  with  the 
approval  of  the  Walter's  Warehouse  and  the  affected  rail- 
roads . 
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12 .  Traffic  and  Parking  Impact  Update 


a.    Weekday  Traffic 

The  environmental  assessment  work  for  this  project  started 
in  August  1977,  when  most  of  the  base  data  were  collected. 
A  year  later,  some  residents  at  Telegraph  Landing  expressed 
concern  about  the  two  restaurants  that  had  just  opened  in 
the  study  area   (Rusty  Scupper  and  Eppaminondas) .     The  trans- 
portation consultants  updated  their  traffic  data  by  undertaking 
peak-period  traffic  counts  on  those  streets  that  would  be 
affected  by  the  restaurants  and  that  would  be  the  most  rele- 
vant to  this  project,   i.e.,  Montgomery  and  Lombard.  These 
new  data  were  incorporated  into  the  traffic  sections  of  the 
DEIR  (pages  57  through  61,  in  particular  Table  3  on  page 
59;  and  pages  101  through  111,   in  particular  Tables  9  and 
10,  on  pages  107  and  109,  respectively).     No  traffic  counts 
were  undertaken  on  Sansome  and  Battery,  because  those  arterials 
are  not  affected  to  the  same  degree  as  the  streets  immediately 
adjacent  to  the  restaurants.     At  the  same  time,  the  1977 
parking  survey  was  expanded  to  incorporate  a  parking  lot 
that  had  been  added  to  the  project. 

Following  the  31  November  1978  public  hearing  on  the  DEIR, 
additional  24-hour  counts  were  taken  on  Sansome  and  Battery 
and  on  Lombard  Street.     These  counts  were  undertaken  on  Tuesday 
and  Wednesday,  28  and  29  November  1978.     The  weather  was 
generally  clear  and  sunny.     The  Pier  39  garage  was  completely 
open,  and  it  was  about  half  occupied. 

The  counts  are  summarized  and  compared  to  the  base  data  used 
in  the  Draft  EIR  in  the  following  table.     The  table  indicates 


Nick  Hoppe,  Pier  39,  phone  conversation,  1  December  1978. 
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the  daily  traffic  volumes  for  Lombard  and  Sansome  are  nearly 
the  same  as  those  used  in  the  Draft  EIR  (statistically  identical, 
within  the  limits  of  the  method  used) .     The  daily  count  on 
Battery  Street  is  22.3%  higher.     The  morning  peak-hour  volumes 
on  all  three  streets  are  between  17.6%  and  44.0%  higher  than 
those  used  in  the  Draft  EIR,  and  the  afternoon  peak-hour 
volumes  are  between  6.5%  and  11.4%  higher.     The  6.5%  increase 
is  probably  not  statistically  significant,  the  11.4%  increase 
is  borderline  significant. 

The  traffic  figures  for  both  Lombard  and  Sansome  indicate 
that  those  streets  have  become  more  oriented  towards  commuters 
than  at  the  time  used  in  the  Draft  EIR.     This  appears  logical 
as  the  Draft  EIR  figures  are  based  on  counts  taken  during 
the  tourist  season,  whereas  the  update  was  undertaken  at 
the  end  of  November. 

The  stable  24-hour  counts  on  Sansome  and  Lombard  are  surprising 
because  the  addition  of  the  three  restaurants,  the  sports 
club  and  Pier  39,  since  the  1977  traffic  counts  would  have 
been  expected  to  increase  both  the  24-hour  volumes  and  off- 
peak  traffic  volumes. 

It  should  be  kept  in  mind  that  the  above  data  represent  weekday 
counts — the  proposed  project  would  have  its  largest  traffic 
impacts  on  weekdays — and  that  they  are  not  necessarily  represen- 
tative of  future  weekday  conditions.     Several  special  conditions 
are  currently  prevailing  in  the  study  area,  and  more  particularly 
were  prevailing  on  the  days  of  the  traffic  counts: 

1)        Wastewater  Management  Project  construction  along 
the  Embarcadero:     This  large-scale  construction 
project  has  impacts  on  traffic  conditions  along 
The  Embarcadero.     Because  of  the  resulting  conges- 
tion along  The  Embarcadero,  traffic  diverts  onto 
other  arterials.     It  is  this  traffic  shift,  and 
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the  closure  of  Front  Street  at  The  Embarcadero , 
which  is  the  primary  explanation  of  the  traffic 
increase  along  Battery  Street, 

The  recent  opening  of  Pier  39;     The  opening  of 
Pier  39  has  attracted  many  visitors  in  recent  months. 
Most  of  the  current  visitors  to  Pier  39  are  Bay 
Area  residents  attracted  by  the  "newness"  of  the 
project  and  by  the  advertising  campaign  oriented 
towards  Bay  Area  residents   (radio  announcements, 
freeway  billboards,  bumper  stickers  on  local  taxis, 
etc.).     Pier  39  has  been  the  subject  of  news  coverage 
for  several  different  reasons.     This  has  attracted 
many  curious  visitors  who  make  special  trips  into 
the  area  and  generate  additional  traffic,  rather 
than  attracting  visitors — primarily  from  out  of 
town — who  would  be  in  the  northern  Waterfront  area 
anyway  and  who  would  not  generate  additional  traffic, 
as  was  assumed  to  some  degree  in  the  Pier  39  EIR 
(EE#  75.368) . 

It  seems  unlikely,  because  of  capacity  limitations, 
that  Pier  39  will  attract  more  people  on  summer 
weekends  than  were  attracted  on  some  recent  week- 
ends.    The  number  of  visitors  on  summer  weekends 
would  be  higher  than  on  current  weekends,  but  the 
proportion  of  visitors  from  outside  of  the  Bay 
Area  would  be  larger.     The  proportion  of  additoinal 
traffic  would  therefore  be  lower  than  during  recent 
months,  because  many  out  of  town  visitors  would 
be  in  the  Waterfront  area  anyway  with  or  without 
Pier  39. 

Particular  conditions  on  the  count  days;     November  28 
and  29  constitute  the  begining  of  the  Christmas 
shopping  season,  which  would  tend  to  increase  traffic 
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volumes.     On  Tuesday  and  Wednesday,  28  and  29  November 
1978,  traffic  conditions  in  the  area  around  the 
Civic  Center  were  congested  due  to  the  memorial 
services  for  Mayor  Moscone  and  Supervisor  Milk. 
It  is  unknown  to  what  degree  this  congestion  affected 
traffic  volumes  in  the  Battery/Sansome  corridor. 
Lastly,  on  Wednesday,  29  November,  the  Oriana  passenge 
ship  docked  on  Pier  35.     The  arrival  of  a  passenger 
vessel  tends  to  increase  the  traffic  on  Battery 
Street. 

The  analysis  of  the  traffic  count  data,  together  with  the 
assessment  of  the  special  circumstances  in  the  project  area 
lead  to  the  following  conclusion:     The  peak-hour  traffic 
increases  on  Lombard,  Sansome  and  Battery  and  the  24-hour 
traffic  increase  on  Battery  Street  are  primarily  due  to  the 
Wastewater  Management  Project  construction  along  The  Embarcadero 
The  construction  project  along  The  Embarcadero  acts  as  capacity 
constraint  primarily  during  rush  hours  when  traffic  volumes 
are  highest.     This  explains  the  peak-hour  increases  along 
Sansome,  Battery  and  Lombard.     The  24-hour  traffic  increase 
on  Battery  is  explained  by  the  closure  of  Front  Street  at 
The  Embarcadero  and  by  the  fact  that  traffic  south-bound 
on  The  Embarcadero  near  Bay  or  Sansome  Streets  finds  Battery 
Street  an  attractive  alternative,  even  if  traffic  volumes 
along  The  Embarcadero  are  below  capacity  limitations.  This 
is  not  the  case  in  the  reverse  direction:     northbound  traffic 
along  The  Embarcadero  would  not  be  attracted  to  Sansome  Street. 
Regular  downtown  commuters  familiar  with  the  local  traffic 
conditions  would  generally  avoid  The  Embarcadero  altogether 
and  would  join  Sansome  Street  in  the  downtown  area.     As  pre- 
viously mentioned,  this  would  primarily  occur  during  peak- 
hours. 
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Assuming  that  the  above  conclusions  are  correct,  it  can  be 
expected  that  once  the  wastewater  project  is  completed  along 
The  Embarcadero  and  The  Embarcadero  is  repaved,  these  diverted 
vehicles  would  shift  back  onto  The  Embarcadero.     This  would 
mean  that  the  peak-hour  traffic  volumes  used  in  the  Levi's 
Plaza  Draft  EIR,  and  increased  by  an  annual  growth  factor, 
are  representative  of  future  weekday  traffic  conditions. 
This  would  be  supported  by  the  fact  that  the  recent  commercial 
developments  in  the  area  that  have  been  mentioned  as  reasons 
for  updating  the  traffic  impact  analysis,  are  primarily  off- 
peak  traffic  generators.     Their  traffic  peaks  would  not  coin- 
cide with  the  traffic  peaks  generated  by  the  proposed  project. 

If  the  above  conclusions  were  incorrect,  then  the  new  higher 
peak-hour  counts,   increased  by  an  annual  growth  factor,  would 
be  representative  of  future  conditions.     This  would  mean 
that  the  traffic  increases  generated  by  the  proposed  project 
would  be  relatively  smaller,  and  that  the  resulting  levels 
of  congestion  would  be  worse,   in  direct  proportion  to  the 
higher  peak-hour  volumes.     Additional  mitigation  measures 
could  be  required  at  the  Sansome-Embarcadero  intersection 
and  especially  at  the  Battery-Broadway  intersection. 

b.    Parking  Impacts 

According  to  the  project  sponsor,  10-12  parking  spaces  would 
remain  at  the  Greenwich  stub  with  the  proposed  project. 
This  would  change  the  number  of  parking  spaces  eliminated 
by  the  proposed  project  from  612  spaces  to  592  spaces  (47 
on-street  and  545  off-street) .     About  10-15  spaces  of  the 
47  on-street  spaces  are  located  at  the  Greenwich  stub  and 
are  signed  with  preferential  parking  signs  for  "A"  stickers. 
A  few  of  these  vehicles  are  parked  illegally  on  private  property 
(Block  F) . 

No  updated  occupancy  survey  has  been  undertaken  of  the  parking 
spaces  eliminated  by  the  proposed  project.  The  surveys  under- 
taken in  August  of  1977  and  August  1978  indicated  that  a 
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maximum  of  90%  of  all  spaces  were  occupied.     Under  worst- 
case  conditions  this  occupancy  can  increase  up  to  100%. 
The  unsatisfied  parking  demand  would  thus  be  for  592  spaces. 
Considering  the  elimination  of  three  businesses  and  the  reduction 
of  their  parking  demand   (9  to  21  spaces)   and  considering 
the  fact  that  the  proposed  project  would  incorporate  120 
spaces  for  the  Ice  House,  the  net  loss  of  parking  in  the 
project  area  would  be  463  to  451  spaces,  in  the  worst-case 
condition.     This  would  be  in  compliance  with  City  policies 
for  the  Northeastern  Waterfront. 

Parking  conditions  on  weekends  and  in  evenings  would  be  improved 
by  the  proposed  project,  because  most  of  the  public  parking 
spaces  in  Blocks  F  and  A  would  be  underused  during  those 
periods.     The  project  applicant  has  indicated  that  these 
spaces  could  be  made  available  to  Telegraph  Hill  and  Telegraph 
Landing  residents  for  "at  cost"  parking  rates. 

c.  Weekend  Traffic 

Traffic  volumes  generated  by  the  proposed  project  on  weekends 
would  represent  between  20%  and  30%  of  the  weekday  volumes. 
A  spot  count  on  Saturday,  2  December  1978  indicated  that 
traffic  volumes  on  Sansome  and  Lombard  streets  represent 
about  60%  to  80%  of  weekday  peak  volumes  on  an  hourly  basis. 
Even  if  the  24-hour  volumes  on  weekends  are  as  high  or  higher 
than  those  on  weekdays,  peak-hour  volumes  in  the  study  area 
are  lower  on  weekends.     The  weekend  traffic  impacts  of  the 
proposed  project  would  therefore  not  be  critical. 

d.  Other  Potential  Developments  in  the  Adjacent  Area 

In  addition  to  the  developments  that  have  occurred  in  recent 
months  and  that  have  been  included  in  the  traffic  counts 
of  28  and  29  November  1978,  there  are  a  few  developments 
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in  the  study  area  that  are  expected  to  occur  in  the  near 
future.     They  are  listed  and  assessed  in  the  following  sections. 

1)  International  Trade  Center,  Piers  19  and  23:  About 
100,000  sq.  ft.  of  warehouse  space  is  already  under 
operation  at  these  piers.     Foreign  Trade  Services, 
Inc.  is  considering  adding  about  142,000  sq.  ft. 

of  office  space.  This  project  is  in  its  initial 
planning  stages."^  It  is  not  yet  known  if  an  EIR 
would  be  required. 

The  magnitude  of  this  project  would  be  about  17% 
of  the  Levi's  Plaza  office  space   (exclusive  of 
the  residential  and  commercial  uses) .     It  is  not 
known  yet  what  type  of  offices  and  how  many  employees 
would  be  located  there.     This  potential  office 
project  would  increase  traffic  volumes  primarily 
on  The  Embarcadero.     It  would  not  affect  Sansome 
and  Battery  Streets  in  the  project  area  as  it  would 
be  located  south  of  the  Battery  Street  intersection 
with  The  Embarcadero. 

2)  Racquetball  Club  at  Kearny  and  Chestnut;     A  sports 
club  with  15  racquetball  courts,  a  gymnasium  and 
some  office  space  is  expected  to  be  developed  by 
the  Western  Athletic  Company,  at  the  location  where 
Chestnut  and  Kearny  would  meet.     About  22  parking 
spaces  would  be  provided  adjacent  to  the  building 
for  the  use  of  their  members.     The  Racquetball 
Club  employees  would  park  under  the  former  Victoria 
Station  building.     Some  of  the  office  space  would 
be  leased  out  to  another  group  with  an  estimated 

12  employees.     According  to  the  Western  Athletic 

manager,  the  traffic  pattern  of  the  Racquetball 

Club  is  expected  to  be  similar  to  the  traffic  pattern 


Mr.  Osgad,  Foreign  Trade  Services,  Inc.,  phone  conver- 
sation, 30  November  1978. 
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generated  by  the  Bay  Club,  i.e.,  the  peak  traffic 
period  would  be  after  5:oo  p.m.  until  about  9:00  p.m.^ 
No  Environmental  Impact  Report  had  been  prepared 
for  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Club.     The  sports  club 
would  have  direct  access  onto  Chestnut  and  Kearny 
Streets,  and  its  traffic  would  be  distributed  over 
these  two  streets.     Part  of  the  Chestnut  Street 
traffic  can  be  expected  to  use  Montgomery  and  Lombard 
Streets.     Based  on  the  facilities  provided  in  the 
proposed  club,  it  is  estimated  that  the  additional 
peak  traffic  generated  by  the  sports  club  along 
Montgomery  and  Lombard  Streets  would  be  between 
20  and  40  vehicles  during  peak  hours. 

3)  Other :     Other  expected  developments  that  have  been 
mentioned  during  the  public  review  period  of  the 
proposed  Levi's  Plaza  project  include  Mel's  Club, 

a  private-membership  discotheque,  Baywater  Residential 
Development  and  the  Golden  Gateway  Condominiums. 

Because  of  their  location,  size  and  other  characteris- 
tics,  it  is  expected  that  these  projects  would 
not  worsen  the  traffic  impacts  of  the  proposed 
project  to  a  noticeable  degree. 

4)  Conclusion;     The  Draft  EIR  took  a  conservative 
approach  to  the  traffic  increases  that  would  occur 
in  the  project  area  by  1982  without  the  proposed 
project   (see  pages  101  and  102  of  the  Draft  EIR) . 
The  growth  factors  that  have  been  used   (1.5%  and 
1%  per  year)  are  higher  than  historic  trends. 
Peak-hour  volumes  have  been  increased  by  the  same 
proportion.     Without  the  proposed  project,  peak- 
hour  volumes  are  projected  to  increase  by  15  vehicles 
per  hour  along  Lombard  and  Montgomery  Streets, 


Mr.  Jim  Serher,  Western  Athletic  Company,  phone  con- 
versation, 4  December  1978. 
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and  by  40  vehicles  per  hour  on  Sansome  Street  and 
on  Battery  Street.     Lombard  and  Montgomery  Streets 
are  the  only  streets  where  this  projected  increase 
might  not  be  sufficient  to  include  the  specific 
traffic  increase  due  to  the  above  mentioned  develop- 
ments, in  this  case  the  proposed  Racquet  Club. 
The  1982  peak-hour  traffic  volumes  for  Lombard 
and  Montgomery  Streets   (Table  10,  page  109,  of 
Draft  EIR)  with  and  without  the  proposed  Levi's 
Plaza  project  should  therefore  be  increased  by 
about  10  to  30  vehicles  per  hour.     Even  though 
this  increase  due  to  the  proposed  Racquet  Club  may 
be  felt  as  a  nuisance  to  adjacent  residents,  it 
would  not  change  the  resulting  levels  of  service 
along  Lombard  and  Montgomery  Street. 

D.  ATMOSPHERE 

1 .     Air  Quality 

a.     Temporary  Impacts 

Construction  of  the  proposed  project  would  result  in  a  short- 
term  increase  in  suspended  particulate  matter.     Since  wind 
speeds  on  the  site  are  the  highest  along  The  Embarcadero, 
the  highest  dust  generation  would  occur  during  construction 
of  Building  C  and  the  park  in  Block  D.     These  temporary  im- 
pacts would  result  in  an  occasional  nuisance  to  pedestrians 
and  businesses  immediately  south  of  Union  Street  between 
Front  and  Sansome  Streets. 
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b.     Permanent  Impacts 

1)     Local  effects.     The  most  common  air  quality  prob- 
lem on  the  local  scale  is  carbon  monoxide   (CO).^  Concen- 
trations due  to  local  traffic  have  been  estimated  for  meteoro- 

2 

logical  conditions  that  restrict  diffusion  of  CO.  These 

concentrations  represent  the  contribution  of  local  traffic 

only,  and  do  not  include  background  levels.     To  predict  actual 

concentrations,  a  "background  factor"  of  27  percent  of  the 

local  traffic  contribution  is  added  to  the  level  resulting 

from  the  local  traffic.     (Traffic  input  information  is  given 

on  pages  120<  and  123.)     Vehicle  pollution  emissions  rates 

were  taken  from  data  supplied  by  the  Bay  Area  Air  Pollution 

3 

Control  District,     updated  by  the  most  recent  ("Supplement 
8")  emission  factors.^     In  predicting  pollution  emission  rates, 
average  speeds  of  20  mph  for  the  8-hour  average  and  10  mph 
for  the  peak  1-hour  time  period  were  assumed.     Existing  and 
predicted  roadside  concentrations  of  CO  were  developed  for 
The  Embarcadero  and  Battery  Street   (between  Union  Street 
and  The  Embarcadero) ;  maximum  extended  pedestrian  use  would 
occur  in  areas  along  these  streets   (the  park  in  Block  D  and 
the  plaza  between  Buildings  A  and  B) .     The  results  for  "worst 
case"  meteorological  conditions  and  the  local  traffic  contri- 
butions are  summarized  in  Table  11, 


CO  (carbon  monoxide):     A  clear,  odorless  gas  which 
in  high  concentrations  can  cause  dizziness,  unconsciousness, 
and  even  death.     The  major  source  of  carbon  monoxide  is  the 
automobile.     High  concentrations  of  carbon  monoxide  are  mainly 
a  local  problem,  occurring  near  areas  of  heavy  auto  traffic 
when  ventilation  is  poor. 

One-meter-per-second   (2.2  mph)   wind  forming  a  22-1/2 
degree  angle  with  the  roadway,  under  stable  atmospheric 
conditions . 

^Bay  Area  Air  Pollution  Control  District   (BAAPCD) ,  Guide- 
lines for  Air  Quality  Impact  Analysis  of  Projects,  Technical 
Services  Division  Information  Bulletin,  1  June  1975. 

4 

Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments,  Modifications  to 
•  Baseline  Emissions  Inventory  due  to  EPA's  Supplement  8,  Memo  to 
AQMP  Joint  Technical  Staff,  18  July  1977. 
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It  can  be  seen  the  concentrations  resulting  from  the  local 
contributions  in  Table  11  plus  the  27%  factor  result  in  levels 
which  are  below  the  federal  ambient  air  quality  standards 
for  carbon  monoxide   (35  and  9  parts  per  million  for  the  one- 
hour  and  eight-hour  averaging  times,  respectively) .  Improve- 
ment in  CO  levels  is  anticipated,  despite  increased  traffic 
(with  or  without  the  proposed  project) ,  due  to  federal  and 
state  emission  controls.     However,  this  improvement  is  not 
predicted  to  last  beyond  about  1985,  at  which  time  increased 
traffic  will  begin  to  outweigh  reductions  from  emission  control. 

TABLE  11 

Local  Contribution  to  Carbon  Monoxide  Concentration 

(parts  per  million) 

Embarcadero  Battery  Street 

1-hour        8-hour        1-hour  8-hour 
average      average      average  average 

1977   (present)  7.2  2.5  2.5  0.9 

1982 

With  project  6.7  2.4  2.4  0.8 

Without  project  6.3  2.2  2.2  0.7 

Federal  ambient 

quality  standard  35.0  9.0  35.0  9.0 


In  summary,  1982  project-generated  traffic  would  increase 
CO  emissions  by  10-15%  on  Battery  Street  and  6-10%  on  The 
Embarcadero. 

Another  source  of  local  pollutants  would  be  combustion  of 
fuel  oil  for  space  heating.     With  fuel  oil,  the  major  exhaust 
components  would  be  sulfur  dioxide,  particulates,  and  nitro- 
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gen  dioxide.     Because  of  the  relatively  small  quantity  of 
fuel  burned,  the  dispersed  nature  of  the  individual  sources, 
and  the  high  ventilation  of  the  site  by  relatively  steady 
winds,  problems  of  localized  high  concentrations  of  pollu- 
tants due  to  fuel  combustion  are  not  considered  likely. 

2)     Regional  effects.     Regional  effects  are  related 
to  the  vehicle  miles  traveled   (VMT)   associated  with  the  pro- 
ject and  consumption  of  fuel  for  space  heating.  Maximum 
daily  VMT  have  been  estimated  for  the  project  assuming  a 
total  increase  of  1,930  vehicle  trips  per  day.     (Refer  to 
Transportation  Impacts,  Section  IV. C.)     An  average  one-way 
trip  length  of  ten  miles  has  been  estimated  by  the  trans- 
portation subconsultant. 

Emissions  estimates  are  based  on  emission  factors''*  for  an 

average  trip  speed  of  25  miles  per  hour.     Projected  daily 

emissions,  together  with  estimated  future  regional  emissions 

2 

for  the  nine-county  Bay  Area  are  shown  in  Table  12,  p.  123. 

Emissions  generated  by  combustion  of  fuel  oil  for  space 
heating  were  based  on  an  estimated  consumption  of  6,8000 
barrels  of  fuel  oil  per  year,  an  estimated  260  days  of 
operation  per  year,  and  published  emission  factors. 


BAAPCD ,  Guidelines  for  Air  Quality  Impact  Analysis 
of  Projects,  1975,  updated  with  "Supplement  8"  emission  rate. 

2 

BAAPCD,  Baseline  Inventory  of  Emissions,  Summary  Report,  1977. 

U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  Compilation  of 
Air  Pollutant  Emission  Factors,  Second  Edition,  AP-42,  December 
1975. 
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The  increase  in  regional  emissions  shown  in  Table  12  would 
result  in  a  degradation  of  regional  air  quality.     Of  particular 
importance  are  increases  in  hydrocarbons^  and  oxides  of 

2 

nitrogen,  which  result  in  the  formation  of  photochemical 

3 

oxidant.     A  recent  study  of  future  regional  air  quality 
found  that  photochemical  oxidant  would  be  a  persistent  pro- 
blem in  the  future,  and  that  substantial  reductions  in  hydro- 

4 

carbon  and  nitrogen  oxide    emissions  would  be  necessary  to 
attain  the  federal  standard  for  photochemical  oxidant  in 
the  Bay  Area.     In  that  the  project  increases  emissions  of 
these  pollutants,   it  would  necessarily  delay  the  attainment 
of  the  standard,  although  the  effects  of  the  project  would 
not  likely  be  measurable. 


Hydrocarbons:     As  air  pollutants,  result  from  incomplete 
burning  of  organic  substances  and  range  in  complexity  from 
simple  gases  to  complex  compounds.     They  react  in  the  atmosphere 
with  oxides  of  nitrogen  to  form  photochemical  smog. 

2 

Photochemical  oxidant:     Formed  in  a  complicated  series 
of  chemical  reactions  between  nitrogen  dioxide  and  organic 
compounds,  under  the  influence  of  the  ultraviolet  energy 
in  sunshine.     Production  of  oxidant  is  promoted  on  warm, 
sunny  days  when  ventilation  is  low. 

3 

Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments,  Draft  Environ- 
mental Management  Plan,  December  1977. 

^Nitrogen  Oxides:     Gases,  mainly  brown  nitric  oxide 
(NO)   and  colorless  nitrogen  dioxide   (NO2)   formed  during  combus- 
tion at  high  temperatures;  their  main  source  is  automobiles. 
They  react  with  sunlight  in  the  atmosphere  and  are  involved 
in  the  production  of  photochemical  oxidant,  a  component  of 
smog . 
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Table  12 


Daily  Project-Generated  Emissions 
(tons/day) 


j?uei 
combustion 
emissions 

Automobile 
emissions 

iotai 
project 
emissions 

Estimated  ^ 
regional  emissions 
1980  ^  1985^ 

Carbon  monoxide 

0.002 

0.60 

0.60 

2,500 

2,400 

Organics 

0.001 

0.08 

0.08 

950 

1,050 

Nitrogen  oxides 

0.03 

0.15 

0.18 

750 

1,000 

Sulfur  oxides 

0.04 

0.01 

0.05 

700 

1,200 

Particulates 

0.008 

0.01 

0.02 

200 

300 

The  increased  use  of  fuel  oil  for  space  heating,  as  natural 

gas  resources  decline,  will  raise  the  rate  of  sulfur  dioxide 
4 

emission.  While  presently  only  a  minor  and  infrequent  pro- 
blem, projections  show  that  in  the  next  ten  to  twenty  years 

exceedances  of  the  standard  for  sulfur  dioxide  are  expected 

5 

more  frequently. 


■^For  comparison  purposes,  project  contribution  would  be 
less  than  the  probable  margin  of  error  in  the  basin  projection. 

2 

Probable  completion  time  for  the  proposed  project. 

3 

Changes  due  to  changes  in  Federal  standards,   in  mix  of 
cars  on  the  road,  in  types  of  fuels  available,  and  to  cumulative 
effect  of  all  new  projects  in  the  air  basin. 

4 

Bay  Area  Air  Pollution  Control  District,  Source  Inven- 
tory of  Air  Pollutant  Emissions,  1973. 

5 

San  Francisco  Planning  Commission  and  San  Francisco 
Redevelopment  Agency,  Environmental  Impact  Report;  Yerba 
Buena  Center,  EE77-220,  1978. 
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2.      Microclimate   (Windy  Sun  and  Shade) 


The  design  features  of  the  proposed  project  were  analyzed 
to  evaluate  effects  on  pedestrian  comfort  due  to  shading 
and  windiness. 

The  major  pedestrian  use  would  occur  in  the  landscaped  plaza 
between  Buildings  A  and  B,  and  in  the  park  in  Block  D,  In 
the  absence  of  clouds,  the  relatively  low  height  of  Building 
C  and  the  terraced  design  of  Building  A  would  leave  most 
of  the  plaza  and  virtually  all  of  the  park  sunny  during  peak- 
use,  noontime  hours   (between  11  a.m.  and  1  p.m.)  throughout 
the  year."'"    Telegraph  Hill,  to  the  southwest,  would  cast 
late  afternoon  shadows  on  the  site.     The  time  at  which  the 
first  shadows  would  reach  the  western  edge  of  the  plaza  and 
the  time  at  which  the  entire  project  area,  including  the 
park,  would  be  in  shadow  are  as  follows: 

Time  shadows2  Time  shadows 

Season  reach  plaza  cover  project  area 

Summer  6:30  p.m.  7:30  p.m. 

Fall  5:30  p.m.  6:30  p.m. 

Spring  4:30  p.m.  5:30  p.m. 

Winter  3:00  p.m.  4:00  p.m. 


All  solar  radiation  data  from:     List,  R.  J.,  Smithsonian 
Meteorological  Tables,  Sixth  Revised  Edition,  527  pp,  1951. 

2 

"Time"  refers  to  local  time;  Pacific  Standard  Time, 
in  winter  and  spring.  Pacific  Daylight  Time  in  summer  and 
fall. 
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This  information,  taken  together  with  the  data  on  possible 
sunshine  for  various  times  of  the  year,  shows  that  during 
the  peak-use  hours  in  the  late  morning  and  early  after- 
noon (10  a.m.  to  2  p.m.)  most  of  the  plaza  and  park  areas 
would  be  sunny  about  59%  of  the  time  in  winter,  70%  of  the 
time  in  spring  and  fall,  and  68%  of  the  time  in  the  summer. 

Building  F  would  also  affect  local  sun-shade  patterns.  Its 
position  directly  south  of  Telegraph  Landing  would  reduce 
potential  sunshine  at  Telegraph  Landing  by  40-50%;  this  is 
based  on  the  fact  that  sunshine  from  the  south  to  the  Telegraph 
Landing  is  currently  blocked  only  by  Telegraph  Hill  to  the 
south.     The  proposed  Building  F  would  allow  10:00  a.m.  - 
2:00  p.m.   sunshine  to  reach  Telegraph  Landing  only  when  the 
sun  is  at  an  angle  of  50°  or  greater  with  the  horizon  (approxi- 
mately between  April  and  September) . 

Wind  velocity  is  the  second  major  comfort  factor  usually 
affected  by  urban  design.      As  discussed  earlier  (Section 
III.  E.)   the  project  area  is  in  a  location  affected  by  north- 
westerly winds.     Wind  speeds  are  generally  highest  in  the 
summer  and  lowest  in  early  winter.     Most  of  the  plaza  between 
Buildings  A  and  B  would  be  protected  from  winds  by  Building 
B,  making  this  the  most  comfortable  area  on  the  site  during 
windy  periods.     The  park  in  Block  D,  having  fewer  upwind 
obstructions  and  being  out  of  the  shelter  of  Telegraph  Hill, 
would  experience  the  highest  wind  speeds  on  the  project  area. 
Wind  speeds  sufficiently  high  to  cause  discomfort  would  occur 
in  the  proposed  park  on  Block  D  approximately  20%  of  the 
time  during  summer  months,  5-15%  of  the  time  during  spring 
and  fall,  and  less  than  5%  of  the  time  in  winter. 
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Telegraph  Hill 


GREENWICH  ST. 


Block  F  Shadows  at  9  A.M.  for 
various  times  of  the  year. 
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PROJECTED  SHADOW:  12  NOON 
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Block  F  Shadows  at  12  Noon  for 
various  times  of  the  year. 


J 


Scale 


Feet 


Figure  No.S-2 
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Block  F  Shadows  at  3  P.M.  for 
various  times  of  the  year. 
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Figure  No,S-3 
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E.  NOISE 

1.      Construction  Noise  Impact 

Criteria.     The  criteria  that  apply  to  construction  activities 
in  San  Francisco  are  contained  in  Ordinance  274-72,  "Regula- 
tion of  Noise,"  Sec.  2907.     The  ordinance  requires  that  all 
powered  construction  equipment,  except  impact  tools  and  equip- 
ment, emit  not  more  than  80  dBA"^  measured  at  100  feet.  Impact 
tools  and  equipment,  including  pavement  breakers,  jackhammers, 
and  pile  drivers,  must  have  both  intake  and  exhaust  muffled 
to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Director  of  Public  Works.  The 
ordinance  further  requires  a  special  permit  for  construc- 
tion after  8  p.m.  and  before  7  a.m. 

Noise  impacts  caused  by  construction  activities  vary  depending 
on  the  following  variables. 

the  duration  of  a  particular  construction  activity 

the  type(s)  of  equipment  used 

the  noise  emission  of  a  particular  item  of  equipment 
during  its  "noisy"  operation 

the  proportion  of  a  day  during  which  the  equipment 
is  operated  in  its  "noisy"  mode 

the  mobility  of  the  equipment  (e.g.,  the  noise 
source  may  be  a  stationary  air  compressor  or  a 
self-propelled  back-hoe) 

The  distances  between  the  noise  source  and  the 
receptors 

the  propagation  characteristics  of  the  path  between 
the  noise  source  and  receptor   (e.g.,  shielding 
by  a  barrier  would  result  in  a  reduced  noise  level 
at  the  receptor) 


See  definitions  on  page  67. 


126 


In  order  to  estimate  possible  construction  noise  impacts, 
this  analysis  assumes  typical  equipment  and  construction 
techniques. 

Construction  of  the  Levi's  Plaza  project  would  not  occur 
during  evening  or  nighttime  hours,  and  no  noise  impact  would 
occur  during  those  hours.     Construction  activities  would 
be  a  noticeable  noise  source  during  work  hours. 

The  excavation  of  Block  A  and  the  driving  of  piles  on  Block 
C  would  create  the  greatest  amount  of  noise  during  construc- 
tion.    On  Block  A,  pneumatic  rock  drills  would  be  used  to 
excavate  the  rock  and  rotary  drills  would  be  used  to  drill 
foundation  pier  holes.     On  Block  C,  foundation  piles  would 
be  driven  with  a  pile  driver.     Rock  drills  typically  emit 
87-98  dBA  at  50  feet  and  pile  drivers  about  100  dBA  at  50 
feet.     Foundation  piles  would  not  be  required  for  Block  F. 

During  the  excavation  of  Block  A  and  the  driving  of  piles 
on  Block  C   (the  amount  of  time  spent  on  these  activities 
would  be  approximately  two  to  four  months  and  occur  between 
the  hours  of  7  a.m.  and  3  p.m."'')  ,  maximum  noise  levels  at 
the  outside  of  the  nearest  residences  on  Telegraph  Hill  would 
be  about  82  dBA.     Maximum  outside  noise  levels  at  these  resi- 
dences presently  are  about  70  dBA.     A  12-dBA  increase  would 
be  perceived  subjectively  as  twice  as  loud.     Indoor  maximum 
levels  would  be  approximately  60  dBA.     This  level  is  equiva- 
lent to  normal  voice  levels  at  a  distance  of  three  to  five 
feet.     At  greater  distances  more  vocal  effort  would  be  re- 
quired to  speak  over  the  pile  driver  noise. 


Telephone  conversation  with  Phil  Chesnutt,  Stolte  Inc., 
October  1977. 
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During  excavation  of  Block  E  maximum  noise  levels  of  up 
to  90  dBA  would  occur  outside  the  nearest  home   (100  feet 
from  the  proposed  building)  on  Telegraph  Hill.     This  maximum 
noise  would  be  emitted  by  rock  drills  during  excavation  for 
the  foundation    Interior  maximum  levels  would  be  about  70 
dBA,     As  present  exterior  maximum  noise  levels  at  this  resi- 
dence are  about  70  dBA,  an  increase  in  maximum  noise  levels 
of  about  20  dBA  could  be  expected  during  this  phase  of  con- 
struction.    A  20  dBA  increase  would  be  perceived  subjectively 
as  about  four  times  as  loud.     Noise  could  be  expected  to 
disrupt  activities  and  cause  annoyance  during  this  phase 
of  construction. 

The  comme.rcial  buildings  along  Union  Street  across  from  Blocks 
A  and  C  would  be  exposed  to  maximum  exterior  levels  of  100 
dBA  when  pile  driving  is  taking  place  at  the  nearest  founda- 
tion line  directly  across  the  street.     This  noise  level  would 
be  less  -  about  82  dBA  -  when  piles  are  being  driven  on  the 
opposite  side  of  the  site.     The  maximum  interior  levels  that 
would  result  in  these  buildings  would  be  75  dBA  during  the 
closest  activity  and  57  dBA  when  the  activity  is  taking  place 
on  the  northern  edge  of  Blocks  A  and  C.     During  the  rock 
excavation  and  pile  driving,  employees  in  these  buildings 
would  be  annoyed  and  distracted  by  the  construction  noise. 
A  construction  safety  fence  erected  around  the  site  would 
decrease  these  noise  levels  on  street  level  by  about  5  dBA; 
no  reduction  would  be  provided  for  the  upper  floors. 

Although  not  regulated  by  the  San  Francisco  Noise  Ordinance, 
ground  vibration  associated  with  pile  driving  on  Block  C 
could  be  a  problem.  It  is  anticipated  that  due  to  the  prox- 
imity of  existing  offices  along  Union  Street,  some  vibration 
may  be  felt.  It  is  not  expected  that  vibration  will  be  per- 
ceptible to  persons  living  in  the  nearest  residences  on  Telegra 
Hill. 
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The  noise  impact  on  the  surroundings  of  construction  activities 
other  than  excavation  and  pile  driving  would  vary  depending 
primarily  on  which  blocks  are  undergoing  construction.  Con- 
struction on  Blocks  E,  F,  and  G  would  be  the  closest  to  the 
residential  area  on  Telegraph  Hill  and  the  apartments  at 
Telegraph  Landing.     Maximum  noise  levels  in  these  areas  would 
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be  about  84  dBA  during  site  preparation  and  building  erec- 
tion.    These  levels  would  occur  only  when  construction  is 
taking  place  along  the  edge  of  a  block;  during  most  of  the 
construction  maximum  noise  levels  in  these  surrounding  areas 
would  be  6-10  dBA  lower.     These  levels  would  change  the  quality 
of  the  noise  environment  during  construction  and  would  cause 
annoyance.     During  interior  construction  work,  noise  levels 
would  be  about  the  same  as  existing  noise  levels  and  no  noise 
impact  would  be  expected. 

2 .       Post-Construction  Noise  Impact  on  Existing  Development 

Criteria.     Criteria  applicable  to  the  impact  of  noise 
on  existing  land  uses  are: 

Change  in  noise  level  due  to  the  project.  The 
change  in  noise  level  will  be  described  in  terms 
of  the  ^2.0^  ^dn'  City  of  San  Francisco 

uses  Lj^Q    to  assess  traffic  no ise^ impact^  and  L^^ 
to  assess  land  use  compatibility. 

Comparison  of  the  post-construction  noise  environment 
of  a  given  existing  land  use  to  the  noise  environ- 
ment goals  for  the  land  use  suggested  by  the  Trans- 
portation Noise  Section  of  the  Environmental  Pro- 
tection Element  of  the  Comprehensive  Plan  of  San 
Francisco  (Table  14,  page  132). 

a.      Traffic  Noise 

Post-construction  noise  levels  in  the  project  area  would 
continue  to  be  dominated  by  traffic  noise.     The  increase 


See  definitions  on  pages  67  and  68. 

^Cormac  Brady,  Senior  Mechanical  Engineer,  San  Francisco 
Department  of  Public  Works,  February  1977,  telephone  communi- 
cation. 

^Environmental  Protection  Element  of  the  Comprehensive 
Plan  of  San  Francisco,  San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning, 
19  September  1974. 
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in  noise  due  to  traffic  generated  by  the  project  would  not 
be  noticeable.     The  future  noise  environment  would  be  essen- 
tially the  same  as  the  present. 

Noise  increases  along  Sansome  Street,  Battery  Street,  and 
the  Embarcadero  due  to  traffic  increases  with  and  without 
the  project  in  1982  are  shown  in  Table  13.     The  increases 
were  calculated  by  Charles  M.  Salter  Associates  Inc.,  Consul- 
tants in  Acoustics.     These  streets  are  the  major  noise  gener- 
ators in  the  project  area.     The  table  shows  the  anticipated 
increase   (over  1977  levels)   in  the  peak  hour  L^q  and  the 
L^^  and  is  applicable  to  distances  up  to  200  feet  from  the 
street.     At  distances  greater  than  this,  noise  from  more 
distant  sources  dominates  the  noise  environment  and  the  in- 
fluence of  increased  traffic  on  the  overall  noise  level  would 
be  difficult  to  distinguish. 


Street 


TABLE  13 

Noise  Level  Increases  in  1982 
With  and  Without  the  Project 

Without  project  


Increase  in 
peak-hour  L 


With  project 


10 


Increase 
an 


Increase  in  Increase 
peak-hour  L^^q     in  L. 


'dn 


Sansome 


Battery 


Embarcadero 


less  than 
1  dBA 

less  than 
1  dBA 

less  than 
1  dBA 


less  than 
1  dBA 

less  than 
1  dBA 

less  than 
1  dBA 


1  dBA 


1  dBA 


1  dBA 


1  dBA 


less  than        less  than 
1  dBA  1  dBA 
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The  traffic  noise  impact  on  the  existing  residences  on  Tele- 
graph Hill  and  at  the  Telegraph  Landing  apartments  would 
be  less  than  1  dBA.     A  change  in  noise  level  of  1  dBA  is 
not  perceptible,  except  in  controlled  laboratory  situations. 

b.      Mechanical  Equipment  Noise 

Mechanical  equipment  would  be  located  on  the  roofs  of  the 
buildings  proposed.     These  units  could  be  noisy,  depending 
on  which  units  are  chosen  and  how  they  are  enclosed.  The 
San  Francisco  Noise  Ordinance  requires  that  noise  from  this 
type  of  equipment,  when  measured  at  the  property  line  of 
the  affected  property,  cannot  exceed  60  dBA  in  the  C-2  zoning 
district  between  the  hours  of  10  p.m.  and  7  a.m.     The  units 
on  the  proposed  buildings  would  be  designed  to  emit  no  more 
noise  than  is  allowed  by  the  ordinance. 

3.      Compatibility  of  Proposed  Land  Uses  with  the  Future 
Noise  Environment 

Criteria.     Criteria  applicable  to  the  compatibility  of  the 
land  uses  proposed  by  the  project  with  post-construction 
noise  levels  are: 

Noise  environment  goals  of  the  Environmental  Pro- 
tection Element  of  the  Comprehensive  Plan  of  San 
Francisco   (Table  14,  page  132). 

California  noise  insulation  standards  for  multi- 
family  housing. 1    The  applicable  portion  of  these 
standards  requires  that  the  interior  noise  level 
of  a  multi-family  dwelling  due  to  exterior  noise 
sources  not  exceed  45  CNEL.^ 


Title  25,  Chapter  1,  Subchapter  1,  Article  4,  California 
Administrative  Code. 

^The  Community  Noise  Equivalent  Level  (CNEL)  is  also 
used  to  describe  community  noise.  The  CNEL  is  similar  to 
the  L,  with  the  addition  of  penalizing  the  evening  hours 
(7  p.m?-10  p.m.)   noise  levels. 
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TABLE  14 ' 

Land  Use  Compatibility  for  Community  Noise 


Land  Use  Category 

Residential  —  all  dwellings,  group 
quarters,  orphanages,  mobile  homes 

Transient  lodging  —  hotels,  motels 


School  classrooms,   libraries,  churches 
hospitals,  nursing  homes,  etc. 

Auditoriums,  concert  halls, 
amphitheaters,  music  shells 

Sports  arenas   (outdoor  spectator 
sports) 

Playgrounds,  neighborhood  parks 


Golf  courses,   riding  stables,  water- 
based  recreation  areas,  cemeteries 

Office  buildings;  personal,  business 
and  professional  services 

Commercial  —  retail,  movie  theaters, 
restaurants 

Commercial  —  wholesale  and  some  re- 
tail, industrial/manufacturing, 
transportation,  communications,  and 
utilities 

Manufacturing  —  noise-sensitive;  com- 
munications —  noise-sensitive 


Sound  Levels  and 
Land  Use  Consequences 
(see  explanation  next  page) 
^dn  Values  in  Decibels 
55  60  65  70-75  80  85 
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Source:    Environmental  Protection  Element  of  the  Comprehensive 

Plan  of  San  Francisco,  San  Francisco  Department  of  City 
Planning,  19  September  1974. 
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TABLE  14 
(Continued) 


Explanation  of  Land  Use  Consequences 

A  =  Satisfactory,  with  no  special  noise  insulation  requirements. 

B  =  New  construction  or  development  should  be  undertaken  only 
after  a  detailed  analysis  of  the  noise  reduction  require- 
ments is  made  and  needed  noise  insulation  features  included 
in  the  design. 

C  =  New  construction  or  development  should  generally  be  dis- 
couraged.    If  new  construction  or  development  does  proceed, 
a  detailed  analysis  of  the  noise  reduction  requirements 
must  be  made  and  needed  noise  insulation  features  included 
in  the  design. 

D  =  New  construction  or  development  should  generally  not  be 
undertaken. 
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Blocks  A,  B,  C,  and  E.     Office  buildings  are  considered 
to  be  a  satisfactory  land  use  in  a  noise  environment  of 
up  to  an  L^^  of  70  dBA,  with  no  special  noise  insulation 
requirements   (see  Table  14) .     The  noise  exposure  along  San- 
some  and  Battery  Streets  at  the  proposed  building  facades 

of  Blocks  A,  B,  C,  and  E  would  be  an  L,    of  65-66  dBA.  The 

an 

noise  exposure  of  the  facade  of  the  building  on  Block  C  fronting 

on  Front  Street  would  be  an  L,    of  64-65  dBA.     The  office 

an 

buildings  would  therefore  be  compatible  with  San  Francisco's 
goals. 

Block  D.     Parks  are  considered  to  be  satisfactory  in  a  noise 
environment  of  up  to  an  L^^  of  70  dBA.     Block  D  is  exposed 
to  noise  from  The  Embarcadero  and  Battery  Street.     The  com- 
bined noise  from  these  streets  would  not  exceed  an  L,  of 

dn 

70  dBA  in  the  proposed  park. 

Block  F.     Block  F  would  have  commercial  shops  facing  Sansome 
Street  at  street  level,  and  condominium  units  along  Lombard 
Street.     The  shops  along  Sansome  Street  would  be  about  35 
feet  from  the  center  line  of  the  near  traffic  lane.  The 
L^^  at  these  shops  would  be  65-66  dBA  as  compared  to  the 
goal  of  a  satisfactory  maximum  of  L^^  of  70  dBA.     The  L^^ 
at  the  condominium  units  along  Lombard  Street  would  be  lower 
than  along  Sansome  Street.     The  dwelling  units  would  be  ex- 
posed to  an  L^^  of  62-63  dBA.     The  goal  for  residential  dwellings 

in  San  Francisco  is  an  L,_  of  60  dBA  with  no  insulation  re- 

dn 

quirements.     For  an  exposure  of  60-65  ^^^r  the  goals  state 
that  "new  construction  or  development  should  be  undertaken 
only  after  a  detailed  analysis  of  the  noise  reduction  require- 
ments is  made  and  needed  noise  insulation  features  included 
in  the  design."     The  California  noise  insulation  standards 
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also  require  such  measures  for  multi-family  dwellings  located 
in  a  noise  environment  of  greater  than  60  CNEL.'''    A  report 
must  detail  the  method  by  which  the  exterior  noise  would 
be  reduced  to  45  CNEL  inside  the  building.     When  these  re- 
quirements have  been  met,  the  units  would  be  compatible  with 
the  requirements  of  the  state  law. 

Block  G.     Noise  exposure  on  Block  G  is  estimated  at  L^^  55- 
60  dBA  and  should  present  no  design  problems  for  the  pro- 
posed condominiums. 

F.       FLORA  AND  FAUNA 

Construction  of  the  proposed  parking  garage  would  necessitate 
draining  the  ponded  area  in  the  southwest  corner  of  Block 

F,  thereby  eliminating  a  habitat  for  existing  wildlife. 
The  proposed  park  in  Block  D  would  increase  the  vegetation 
and  open  space  in  the  project  area  over  the  present  condi- 
tions, as  would  the  rooftop  garden  in  Block  F,  providing 
habitat  for  urban  birds  and  insects  as  well  as  soil  organisms. 

G.  LAND  USE 

Upon  completion  of  construction.  Blocks  A  through  G  would 
contain  the  various  elements  and  land  uses  described  in  Sec- 
tion I,  Project  Description.     Some  buildings  have  already 
been  cleared  from  the  site.     Demolition  of  the  remaining 
structures   (excluding  the  Italian  Swiss  Colony  Building  and 
the  Cargo  West  Building)  would  require  the  relocation  or 
discontinuance  of  3  businesses  employing  15  individuals. 
Employees  would  either  remain  with  their  present  employers 


For  environments  dominated  by  traffic  noise,  the  L 
and  CNEL  are  within  1  dBA  of  each  other. 


135 


in  new  locations,  or  seek  employment  with  other  firms. 
The  Plan  for  the  Northeastern  Waterfront  states  that  "every 
effort  should  be  made  to  preserve  the  Italian  Swiss  Colony 
Building  ..." 

The  proposed  project  would  establish  a  variety  of  land  uses 
within  the  Telegraph  Hill/Waterfront  Area,  including  housing 
shops,  parking,  open  space,  and  office  space.     The  land  use 
objectives  of  the  San  Francisco  Plan  for  the  Northeastern 
Waterfront   (see  Section  II,  Relationship  to  Plans)  state 
that  a  mixture  of  land  uses  is  desired. 

The  garage  and  condominiums  would  be  constructed  on  Blocks 
F  and  G  adjacent  to  the  existing  Telegraph  Landing  residen- 
tial complex.     The  proposed  office  spaces  on  Blocks  A,  B, 
and  C  would  be  located  near  the  Ice  House,  which  fronts  on 
Union  and  Sansome  Streets,  and  from  which  extends  a  concen- 
tration of  office  buildings  south  of  Union  Street.     The  open 
space  on  Block  D  would  serve  as  an  extension  to  the  improve- 
ments proposed  by  San  Francisco  for  a  pedestrian  right-of- 
way  along  The  Embarcadero.     The  condominiums  would  be  in 
conformity  with  Master  Plan  policy  to  encourage  residential 
uses  at  the  base  of  Telegraph  Hill. 

As  a  result  of  the  expected  increase  in  residents  and  indivi 
duals  employed  in  the  area,  an  increased  demand  for  commer- 
cial and  retail  enterprises  serving  the  project  area  may 
be  generated.     Additionally,  there  would  be  increased  oppor- 
tunities for  office  employment.     Resulting  increases  in 
economic  activities  would  lead  to  higher  property  values 
and  might  engender  speculative  activity  and  new  pressures 
for  land  development. 
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The  new  office  spaces  in  the  proposed  project  could  slow 
the  demand  for  office  space  elsewhere  in  the  area  until  there 
is  a  minimal  vacancy  rate  in  the  project.     At  present,  approx- 
imately 60%  of  the  office  space  to  be  constructed  would 
initially  be  available  to  tenants  other  than  Levi  Strauss 
Company.     Should  tenants  in  nearby,  older  office  buildings 
desire  to  relocate  to  the  proposed  project,  a  higher  vacancy 
rate  in  other  buildings  could  result. 

Land  uses  proposed  for  the  project  site  conform  to  those 
allowed  by  the  C-2  district  designations  of  the  San  Francisco 
Planning  Code.     The  84-foot  high,  7-story  building  on  Block  A 
would  exceed  the  bulk  permitted.     Above  65  feet  in  height, 
the  building  would  measure  230  feet  in  length  on  the  side 
facing  Sansome  Street,  and  310  feet  diagonally  on  the  roof, 
where  the  Planning  Code  permits  110-foot  length  and  140-foot 
diagonal  above  65  feet,  and  would  therefore  require  the 
approval  of  the  City  Planning  Commission  as  a  Conditional 
Use.     Such  approval  would  also  be  necessary  for  the  condo- 
minium building  on  Block  G.     This  building  would  measure 
250  feet  in  length  and  300  feet  diagonally  above  65  feet. 
The  same  110-foot  and  140-foot  bulk  limitations  that  apply 
to  Block  A  also  apply  to  Block  G.     Granting  of  such  a  Con- 
ditional Use  would  require  a  finding  that  the  criteria  of 
Section  271  of  the  City  Planning  Code  had  been  met. 

All  other  proposed  buildings  would  conform  to  the  bulk  limi- 
tations specified  by  the  City  Planning  Code. 

H         URBAN  DESIGN 

This  section  examines  how  the  proposed  project  would  affect 
the  physical  form  and  use  relationship  of  the  environment 
in  which  it  would  be  constructed.     Internal  environments 
created  by  the  project  itself  are  also  considered. 
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1.  General 

The  proposed  project  would  include  stepbacks  of  buildings 
in  Blocks  A,  B,  and  C  repeating  the  profile  of  Telegraph 
Hill  and  thus  emphasizing  street  layouts  and  building  form, 
in  conformity  with  Major  New  Development  Principle  No.  1. 
As  indicated,  it  is  proposed  to  preserve  the  Italian  Swiss 
Colony  and  Cargo  West  buildings,  in  conformity  with  Conserva- 
tion Principle  No.  7.     New  construction  in  the  project  would 
be  of  similar  design  to  these  buildings,  use  of  brick  for 
exterior  treatment  would  reflect  their  character  and  estab- 
lish some  compatibility  with  other  buildings  in  the  area. 

Open  space  areas  would  be  landscaped  to  create  a  pleasant 
pedestrian  environment.     Some  retail  areas  would  be  located 
along  these  pedestrian  areas.     An  arcade  between  Building  B 
and  the  Italian  Swiss  Colony  Building  would  provide  pedestrian 
protection  from  the  elements.     Building  masses  have  been 
broken  up  by  stepped  setbacks  and  other  architectural  measures, 
in  compliance  with  Major  New  Development  Principle  No.  11. 
(See  Section  II,  Relationship  to  Plans.) 

2.  Blocks  A,  B,  C,  and  D 

Most  of  the  proposed  project's  office  space  would  be  con- 
structed on  Blocks  A,  B,  and  C.     A  landscaped  park  and  plaza 
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proposed  for  Block  D  would  provide  paths  and  spaces  for  strolling, 

sitting,  and  other  outdoor  activities   (see  Figure  33,  page 

139). 

The  park  would  function  as  a  transitional  outdoor 
setting  to  the  more  formal  plaza,  around  which  the  main  pedes- 
trian entries  to  the  office  buildings  would  be  oriented. 

Building  A,  at  the  corner  of  Union  and  Battery  Streets,  would 
be  constructed  around  the  single-story  Cargo  West  Building. 
The  atrium  in  the  center  of  Building  A,  would  extend  from 
ground  level  to  the  top  of  the  seven-story  structure,  as 
a  single  interior  space,  and  would  provide  the  final  transi- 
tion from  out-of-doors  to  the  internal  complex  of  office 
spaces  surrounding  it.     A  walkway  on  each  of  the  upper  levels 
on  the  south  side  of  the  atrium  would  serve  to  join  the  east 
and  west  interior  portions  of  the  building  while  affording 
views  to  interior  and  outdoor  areas. 

Comprised  of  five  floors,  Building  B  would  be  located  on 
the  west  side  of  the  existing  Italian  Swiss  Colony  Building. 
A  common  roof  and  pedestrian  walkways  would  be  constructed 
on  the  upper  floors  that  would  provide  views  to  the  main 
entry  and  lobby  below  (see  Figure  10,  page  24) . 

The  lobby  of  Building  C  would  enclose  a  space  extending  up 
to  the  floor  of  the  third  level.     There  would  be  no  lobby 
space  on  the  third  and  fourth  floors.     To  a  degree,  the  physi- 
cal form  of  the  buildings  proposed  for  Blocks  A,  B,  and  C, 
would  reflect  the  sloping  character  of  Telegraph  Hill  as 
upper  floor  levels  would  be  progressively  stepped  inward 
from  the  face  of  the  buildings.     Building  A,  which  is  the 
tallest  structure,  would  be  closest  to  the  hill,  and  the 
east  and  north  building  facades  would  step  up  toward  it. 
This  appearance  would  vary  depending  on  where  the  observer 
was  standing,  and  in  general  would  reduce  the  apparent  height 
and  mass  of  the  buildings. 
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The  final  shape  of  Building  C  has  not  been  fully  determined. 
The  building  would  be  four  stories  in  height  and  have  a  maxi- 
mum area  of  220,000  gross  square  feet.     Its  exterior  walls 
and  windows  would  duplicate  Buildings  A  and  B.     The  architecture 
would  be  in  conformity  with  that  of  Buildings  A  and  B,  with 
the  building  reflecting  the  sloping  character  of  Telegraph 
Hill.     There  would  be  landscaped  terraces  on  the  upper  floors, 
as  the  building  would  step  progressively  back  from  its  face 
at  ground  level. 
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The  closing  of  Filbert  Street,  subject  to  City  approval, 
would  provide  land  for  the  proposed  construction  of  park 
and  plaza  open-air  spaces.     As  proposed,  this  would  avoid 
east-west  automobile  traffic  bisecting  Blocks  A-B  and  C-D. 
This  closure  would  be  subject  to  Master  Plan  referral  before 
the  City  Planning  Commission  before  approval  by  the  Board 
of  Supervisors. 

The  primary  division  between  Blocks  A  and  B  and  Blocks  C 
and  D  would  be  Battery  Street,  which  would  disrupt  freedom 
of  pedestrian  movement  between  the  plaza  areas  adjacent  to 
the  main  building  entries  on  Blocks  A  and  B  and  the  park 
area  on  Block  D.     For  pedestrian  safety,  the  architects  have 
planned  a  central  crosswalk  on  Battery  Street  to  connect 
entry  plazas  with  the  proposed  pg.rk. 

3.       Blocks  E  and  F 

The  four-story  structure  to  house  computer  support  and  re- 
search functions  on  Block  E  would  occupy  about  one-half  of 
the  block  along  the  base  of  Telegraph  Hill.     The  three-story 
above-grade  garage  structure  proposed  for  Block  F  would  pro- 
vide parking  for  the  public  and  serve  as  the  structural  base 
or  podium  for  about  201  condominium  units. 

Automobile  entry  to  the  garage  near  the  corner  of  Montgomery 
and  Lombard  Streets,  and  off  the  extension  of  Greenwich  west 
of  Sansome  Street,  would  be  identified  for  the  motorist. 
The  two  buildings  containing  the  condominium  dwellings  would 
rise  above  the  third  level  of  the  garage.     As  shown  in  Figure 
15,  page  31,  the  structure  located  adjacent  to  Sansome  Street 
would  rise  four  levels  and  the  larger  structure  facing  Lombard 
Street  would  rise  nine  levels.     The  lower  building  would 
roughly  assume  the  shape  of  a  W,  serving  to  break  up  the 
perceived  horizontal  extent  of  the  building  mass.     The  taller 
building  would  be  located  directly  opposite  the  tallest  and 
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the  most  massive  building  at  Telegraph  Landing  fronting  Lombard 
Street.     The  effect  would  be  to  maintain  the  relative  con- 
gruity  in  building  mass  between  the  two  projects. 

4.      Block  G 

On  Block  G,  across  Montgomery  Street  from  Telegraph  Landing, 
a  structure  containing  approximately  169  condomini-ums 
would  be  constructed. 

The  extent  of  development  that  Block  G  is  able  to  absorb 
is  restricted  due  to  the  steep  slopes  of  Telegraph  Hill  sur- 
rounding the  Block.     The  proposed  nine-story  structure  would 
front  on  Montgomery  Street,  with  parking  for  owners  provided 
within  the  building  and  accessible  from  Montgomery  Street 
(see  Figure  21,  page  35). 

I.       VISUAL  QUALITY 

The  visual  characteristics  of  the  proposed  project  would 
be  derived  from  its  physical  layout;  the  size,  shape  and 
height  of  the  buildings  that  comprise  the  project;  the  con- 
struction materials  used  and  landscape  development. 

Because  the  project  area  is  flat  and  now  relatively  open 
to  view  from  The  Embarcadero  and  Telegraph  Hill,  the  pro- 
posed project  would  be  an  important  element  in  defining  the 
visual  character  of  the  Northern  Waterfront  Area.  Principal 
areas  of  concern  relative  to  the  visual  impact  of  the  project 
discussed  in  this  sub-section  include  the  potential  for  blocking 
views  of  San  Francisco  Bay  from  Telegraph  Hill,  architec- 
tural compatibility  of  the  proposed  buildings  with  existing 
buildings  surrounding  the  project  area,  roofs,  and  area  lighting 
visible  to  the  residents  of  Telegraph  Hill. 
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1.      Construction  and  Materials 

As  a  result  of  the  proposed  project,  the  older  structures 
on  the  site  would  be  demolished,  excluding  the  Italian  Swiss 
Colony  and  the  Cargo  West  buildings,  which  would  be  reno- 
vated and  incorporated  into  the  project.     New  buildings  would 
replace  the  old  and  areas  where  parking  lots  and  vacant  land 
now  exist  would  be  covered. 

Many  existing  buildings  near  the  project  area  are  constructed 
of  red  brick   (see  Section  III.  J.),  and  brick  is  one  of  the 
materials  that  is  under  consideration  for  cladding  the  exterior 
of  the  office  buildings  on  Blocks  A,  B,  and  C.  Exterior 
walls  on  the  Block  E,  F,  and  G  structures  would  likely  be 
covered  with  cement  plaster.     Building  entrances  and  store 
fronts  would  contain  grey  glass  set  in  bronze  or  black  anodized 
aluminum  frames.     The  vertical  surface  of  the  atrium  in  the 
Block  A  office  building  would  be  clear  glass. 

Roof  tops  would  be  surfaced  with  colored  gravels,  with  the 
exception  of  the  parking  garage  roof  on  Block  F  which  would 
be  landscaped  with  trees,  shrubs,  walkways,  and  sitting  areas. 
As  a  roof  garden,  it  would  be  seen  from  Telegraph  Hill  and 
the  Telegraph  Landing  condominiums  directly  opposite  on  Lombard 
Street.     All  rooftop  housings  for  mechanical  equipment  would 
be  covered  with  cement  plaster  and  painted  in  a  color  similar 
to  the  color  of  the  facing  of  the  buildings.     Exposed  mechan- 
ical equipment  would  be  painted  to  blend  with  the  roof  gravel 
or  adjacent  wall  surfaces. 

The  park  proposed  for  Block  D  would  be  the  principal  open 
green  space  in  the  vicinity  of  the  base  of  Telegraph  Hill. 

Public  walkways  throughout  the  park  and  other  locations  in 
the  project  area  would  be  electrically  illuminated  in  order 
to  provide  a  safe  nighttime  environment. 
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2.  Views 

There  would  be  few  views  of  San  Francisco  Bay,  Treasure  Island, 
the  Oakland  Bay  Bridge,  and  other  landmarks  from  ground-level 
locations  within  the  project  area.     The  bulk  and  height  of 
warehouses  along  The  Embarcadero  block  views  of  the  Bay  except 
for  open  areas  between  piers.     Views  over  the  warehouses 
and  buildings  surrounding  the  project  area  can  be  attained 
from  Telegraph  Hill;  the  higher  on  the  hill  one  progresses, 
the  more  expansive  the  field  of  vision  becomes. 

Sectional  drawings  through  the  project  area  and  Telegraph 
Hill  have  been  constructed  to  illustrate  the  impacts  on  views 
to  be  expected  as  a  result  of  the  proposed  project  (see 
Figure  37,  page  147).     Observer  Point  One   (photo.  Figure 
35,  page  145),  faces  directly  east  from  the  lower  end  of 
Alta  Street.     The  sectional  drawing  through  Alta  Street  and 
Blocks  A  and  C  shows  that  views  of  the  Bay  for  residents 
above  Alta  Street  would  not  be  obstructed.''"    The  buildings, 
their  roofs,  and  the  proposed  park  would  be  within  the  field 
of  view  from  Telegraph  Hill.     The  buildings  would  not  establish 
corridors  guiding  lines  of  sight  from  the  Hill  toward  the 
Bay. 

The  four-story  Walters  Company  Private  Warehouse  is  located 
opposite  Block  B  at  the  corner  of  Filbert  and  Sansome  Streets. 
The  structure  is  estimated  to  be  about  50  feet  in  height, 
on  top  of  which  would  be  a  two-story  penthouse.  Because 
the  five-story  office  building  proposed  for  Block  B  would 
rise  to  65  feet  above  Sansome  Street,  upper  reaches  of  the 
building  may  obstruct  views  eastward  to  the  Bay  from  lower 
portions  of  the  penthouse  structure  opposite. 


There  are  no  homes  on  Telegraph  Hill  east  of  and  at 
a  lower  elevation  than  the  175  foot  observer  height  shown 
opposite  Block  A. 
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Note:    Hi  Walters  Co.  Warehouse 

Observer  Point  Locations 


1.  Foot  of  Alta  Street 

2.  Residence  at  235  Greenwich 

3.  Greenwich  Steps   -  upper  landing  near  #285 

4.  Greenwich  Steps  -  from  porch  of  #237 

5.  Greenwich  Steps  -  from  entry  to  #221 

6.  Napier  Lane  -  from  boardwalk  between  #10  and  #22 


Observer  Point  Locations,  (®) 

(with  site  sections  shown  -  see 
Figure  33  ) 
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Figure  No.34 
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View  From  Observer 
Point  1 

(See  Figure  34  for  location ;  Gibraltar 

Warehouse  in  foreground.)  Figure  No.35 
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View  From  Observer 
Point  2 

(see  Figure  34  for  location;  Telegraph 
Landing  in  middleground) 
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Figure  No.  36 
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Site  Section  Through 
Observer  Point  1 
(Alta  Street) 


Notes: 

*  Final  Location  of  Mechanical  Penthouse. 

Tentative  Location  of  Mecanical 
Penthouse,  Subject  to  Change. 
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Photomontage:  Building  F  Viewed  from 

Observer  Point  3 
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Photomontage:  Building  F  Viewed  from 
Observer  Point  4 

Figure  No.39 
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Photomontage:  Building  F  Viewed  from 
Observer  Point  5 


Figure  No.40 
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Photomontage:  Buildings  A,  B,  C  and  E 

Viewed  from  Observer  Point  6 

 Figure  No.41  
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One  residence  to  the  northwest  of  the  Walters  Warehouse 
is  situated  behind  the  four-story  building  proposed  for  Block 
E.     The  Block  E  building's  50-foot  height  would  partially 
obstruct  views  eastward  from  lower  levels  of  the  residence. 
Other  residences  on  Telegraph  Hill  behind  the  Walters  Ware- 
house are  situated  at  higher  elevations  than  the  Warehouse 
and  view  blockage  toward  the  Bay  due  to  construction  on  Blocks 
B  and  E  is  not  expected. 

Observer  Point  Two  (photo.  Figure  36,  page  146)    faces  north 
toward  the  condominium  structures  proposed  for  Block  F. 
The  structure's  maximum  allowable  height  limit  is  shown  in 
Figure   42,  page  150. 

Review  of  Site  Section  Through  Observer  Point  Two  shows  that 
some  view  obstruction  toward  Telegraph  Landing  and  portions 
of  the  Bay  beyond  may  be  expected  from  the  lower  elevations 
of  Telegraph  Hill.     The  Site  Section  is  constructed  from 
a  fixed  location  above  and  south  of  the  Greenwich  pathway. 
View  obstruction  toward  the  north  would  vary  depending  on 
one's  location  on  the  Hill  with  respect  to  Block  F. 

The  proposed  condominium  structure  would  occupy  the  field 
of  view  south  from  Telegraph  Landing  residences  fronting 
Lombard  Street.     If  commercial  shops  and  residential  units 
are  built  into  the  parking  garage,  they  would  tend  to  dis- 
guise the  basic  function  of  the  garage  because  the  long, 
blank  facades  characteristic  of  parking  structures  would 
be  avoided. 

Distant  views  from  structures  of  Telegraph  Hill  in  the  vicinity 
of  Winthrop  Street  would  not  be  obstructed  by  the  condomin- 
ium structure  proposed  for  Block  G.     The  building's  84-foot 
height  would  be  below  the  approximately  100-foot  base  elevation 
of  The  Hill. 
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84.0'  Maximum  Height  Limit 
Measured  from  Midpoint  o£ 
Sansome  Street  Property  Line. 


84.0'  Maximum  Height  Limit 
Measured  from  Midpoint  of 
Montgomery  Street  Property 
Line  .- 


Sansome  Street 


Telegraph  Hilh 


^East  West[) 


Profile  Through  Center  of  Block  F 
Showing  Height  and  Bulk      ,  3, 
Limits  ^  ^ 

Figure  No.42 
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J.       HISTORICAL  AND  ARCHAEOLOGICAL  RESOURCES 
1.      Historic  Buildings 

The  potential  impact  of  the  Levi's  Plaza  development  on  buildings 
that  may  constitute  a  historical  resource  appears  in  this 
study  and  in  previous  deliberations  of  the  San  Francisco 
Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board.     The  proposed  project 
would  have  impacts  on  the  following  buildings:     the  Italian 
Swiss  Colony  Building   (1903) ,  the  extant  wall  of  the  Pioneer 
Warehouse   (1851),  the  Cargo  West  Building   (1906),  the  Vorpal 
Galleries  Building   (1906) ,  and  the  Sperry-Abbott  Building 
(1915).     Of  these,  the  Italian  Swiss  Colony  Building  and 
Cargo  West  Building  are  to  be  retained  in  the  project  devel- 
opment and  restored  to  their  approximate  original  exterior 
appearance . 

The  Pioneer  Warehouse  Wall  is  to  be  relocated  in  the  project. 
Because  of  its  unusual  construction   (fragmented  rock  from 
Telegraph  Hill)   and  surface  texture,   it  would  be  difficult 
to  recreate  the  original  appearance  when  the  wall  is  recons- 
tructed. 

The  Vorpal  Galleries  Building  is  in  poorer  condition  than 
the  contemporary  Cargo  West  Building,  and  the  Sperry-Abbott 
Building  is  of  more  recent  date.     These  two  structures  are 
scheduled  for  demolition  in  the  proposed  project.     The  San 
Francisco  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board  has  taken 
the  position  that  the  benefits  of  the  project  as  a  whole 
-  including  restoration  of  the  Italian  Swiss  Colony  Building 
(see  Plates  19  and  20  in  Appendix  B)   and  the  preservation 
of  the  Cargo  West  Building  -  could  represent  an  acceptable 
compromise  between  the  preservation  of  historical  resources 
and  the  needs  of  the  Levi's  Plaza  development.     The  judgment 
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of  the  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board  after  a  public 
hearing  on  2  November  1977  was  to  consider  demolotion  of 
•  the  Vorpal  Galleries  and  the  Sperry-Abbot  Building  acceptable 
under  the  circumstances.     Preliminary  studies  on  these  two 
buildings  have  been  made  by  the  Landmarks  Board. 

2.      Archaeological  Resources 

The  impact  of  the  project  on  any  existing  subsurface  cultural 
resources  varies  according  to  the  relationship  between  the 
type  of  construction  on  specific  blocks  and  the  type  of 
remains  that  may  underlie  these  sites. 

Block  A  (bounded  by  Sansome,  Filbert,  Battery  and  Union 
streets) 

With  the  exception  of  a  rectangular  plaza  area  extending 
approximately  155  feet  along  Filbert  Street  and  75  feet  along 
Battery  Street,  Block  A  would  be  excavated  for  a  basement 
parking  garage. 

1.  Gold  Rush  hulks.     It  is  probable  that  vessel  #6 
on  Figure  32,  page  85,  exists.     From  archival  analysis, 

the  likely  location  is  entirely  under  Battery  and  Filbert 
streets,  or  slightly  northward  of  this  position,  and  par- 
tially under  Block  B.     However,  the  sources  can  be  inter- 
preted so  as  to  place  the  vessel  under  the  portion  of  Griffing's 
Wharf  directly  in  front  of  Griffing's  Warehouse,  a  wharf 
so  narrow  that  the  vessel  would  necessarily  lie  partially 
under  the  warehouse.     Thus,  it  is  possible   (although  not 
likely)   that  construction  may  have  an  impact  on  this  vessel. 

2.  Other  cultural  materials.    Masonry  from  the  orig- 
inal Union  Warehouse  structure   (1852),  which  burned  in  1906, 
together  with  other  earthquake  and  fire  debris,  may  be  en- 
countered and  removed  from  the  structure  site  during  exca- 
vation.    Rubble  from  the  Pioneer  Warehouse  (Griffing's), 
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which  stood  from  1851  to  1954,  or  pier  remains  may  be  en- 
countered below  present-grade  level.     This  building  material 
would  be  removed  during  excavation.  Nineteenth-century 
artifacts  associated  with  the  storage  in  or  operations  of 
these  warehouses  are  not  likely  to  be  encountered. 

3.     Artifacts  deposited  on  the  natural  site.  Any 
prehistoric,  Spanish-Mexican,  or  early-American  period  arti- 
facts deposited  on  or  slightly  below  the  original  surface, 
before  fill  was  placed  in  1851-1852,  may  appear  approximately 
along  the  line  of  the  original  shoreline   (see  Figure  31, 
page  85) .     The  original  grade  was  reduced  west  of  this  line 
(10-25  feet);  a  few  feet  east  of  this  line,  the  proposed 
excavation  would  not  be  sufficiently  deep  to  reach  the  original 
ground  level.     Cultural  debris  from  these  periods  is  not 
expected.     The  western  half  of  the  block  was  reduced  to 
present  grade  after  1886,  and  there  is  no  evidence  that  any 
subsequent  conditions  may  have  created  deposits  of  cultural 
materials . 

Block  B   (bounded  by  Sansome,  Greenwich,  Battery,  and  Filbert 
streets) 

The  eastern  half  of  this  block  would  be  occupied  by  an  open 
plaza  and  the  Italian  Swiss  Colony  Building.     There  would 
be  no  impact  upon  hulks  or  other  identifiable  subsurface 
archaeological  resources  underlying  this  half  of  the  block 
unless  features  of  the  park  would  require  excavation  to  a 
depth  of  more  than  4  to  5  feet. 

The  western  half  of  the  block  would  be  occupied  by  a  new 
building.  Foundations  for  this  structure  may  have  an  impact 
on  the  hulk  of  the  Palmyra,  if  it  lies  near  the  alternate 
location  shown  on  Figure  32,  page  85.     It  is  unlikely  that 
this  vessel  is  under  or  partially  under  the  projected  building, 
but  if  it  is,  the  vessel  could  be  destroyed  by  excavation. 
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Impact  of  the  building's  foundations  on  other  potential 
subsurface  cultural  remains  would  be  limited  in  area. 

Remains  of  wharves  built  in  the  1850s,  1860s  and  early  1870s 
would  almost  certainly  be  encountered  by  foundations  of  buildings 
projected  for  Blocks  B  and  C.     Wharves,  such  as  the  famous 
Long  Wharf  across  Mission  Bay  and  the  Pacific  Mail  Dock, 
have  been  encountered  by  the  current  Channel  Outfalls  Consoli- 
dation Project,  and  have  at  times  impeded  construction. 
From  the  historical  archaeological  standpoint,  the  nature 
of  the  remains  has  not  proved  of  sufficient  interest  to 
historical  archaeologists  or  maritime  historians  to  preserve 
segments. 

Block  C   (bounded  by  Battery,  Filbert,  Front,  and  Union  streets) 

Most  of  Block  C  would  be  covered  by  new  construction,  with 
the  exception  of  a  plaza  approximately  60  feet  wide  along 
Battery  Street  and  approximately  150  feet  long  along  Filbert 
Street,  and  two  large,  irregular  entrance  areas   (see  Figure  3, 
page  17) .     The  new  building  would  be  constructed  on  pilings, 
which   (as  noted  above)  would  have  a  damaging  impact  if  a 
hulk  were  found,  but  a  low  impact  on  any  general  cultural 
resource  of  randomly  scattered  remains. 

It  is  possible,  but  not  likely,  that  a  hulk  exists  along 
the  line  of  the  east  wall  of  Cowell's  Warehouse,  and  partly 
or  wholly  underneath  the  location  of  the  warehouse,  as  dotted 
alternate  location  of  vessel  #1,  Figure  32,  page  85. 

Photographic  evidence  from  the  1860s  precludes  the  existence 
of  a  hulk  in  the  more  easterly  position  occupied  by  the  Dalmatia 
(#1)   in  1852.     The  same  evidence  precludes  any  hulk  remaining 
in  the  position  of  the  Dryade  of  1852   (#3) ,  but  does  not 
entirely  preclude  the  possibility  of  a  hulk  lying  mostly 
under  Battery  Street  and  partly  under  Block  C,  in  approxi- 
mately the  position  of  vessel  #2. 
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There  is  no  direct  archival  evidence  that  storeships  were 
ever  built  over  in  the  two  possible  areas  of  impact  on  Block  C 
identified  above. 

Development  plans  include  the  demolition  and  removal  of  all 
of  the  existing  buildings  located  on  Block  C,  including  Vorpal 
Gallery,  Abbot  Laboratories   (Sperry  Flour) ,  Western  Machinery, 
Adcraft  Sign  Company,  Danish  Furniture  Imports  and  Gloria's 
Barge  Inn  Restaurant  Buildings. 

When  the  demolition  is  complete.  Block  C  would  be  used  as 
the  site  for  a  four-story  220,000  square  foot  office  building 
and  for  a  portion  of  the  open  public  park. 

Block  D  (bounded  by  Battery,  Greenwich,  the  Embarcadero, 
and  Filbert  streets) 

All  of  Block  D  would  be  landscaped  open  park  space.     To  provide 
visual  interest  and  shelter  from  the  wind,  the  land  would 
be  excavated  to  a  maximum  depth  of  six  feet,  to  create  berms 
and  hollows.     It  is  believed  that  at  this  level  of  excavation 
the  potential  impact  on  any  subsurface  cultural  materials 
would  be  nonexistent  or  minimal. 

Block  E  (northeastern  corner  of  the  block  bounded  by  Mont- 
gomery, Greenwich,  Sansome,  and  Filbert  streets) 

This  parcel  was  formed  by  quarrying  activities  in  the  late 
19th  or  early  20th  century,  causing  removal  of  cultural  mater- 
ials associated  with  the  Gold  Rush  period  and  even  later 
structures.     A  possible  exception  is  the  corner  lot  at  Greenwich 
and  Sansome.     This  site  appears  to  have  been  somewhat  above 
present  grade  in  1857  and  1864  views,  but  materials  intro- 
duced below  grade  at  that  time   (in  a  garbage  pit)  could  be 
encountered . 

Block  F   (bounded  by  Montgomery,  Lombard,  Sansome,  and  Greenwich) 

With  the  exception  of  an  area  approximately  50  feet  wide 
along  Sansome  Street  and  extending  west  along  Greenwich  to 
the  abrupt  base  of  Telegraph  Hill,  and  the  irregular  hill 
area  on  the  southwestern  portion  of  the  block.  Block  F  would 
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be  covered  by  a  new  structure.     The  parking  garage  serving 
as  the  lowest  and  largest  area  of  the  new  building  in  section 
and  plan  view  would  include  one  subsurface  parking  level, 
involving  excavation  to  a  depth  of  eight  feet  or  more. 

There  is  a  geographical  possibility  that  the  Gold  Rush  store- 
ship  LeBaron  lies  approximately  in  the  position  identified 
on  #9  on  Figure  32,  page  85,  and  its  remains  might  be  en- 
countered during  excavation.     However,  the  probability  that 
the  hulk  lies  on  Block  F  is  low.     The  basalt  stone  work  asso- 
ciated with  the  Gold  Rush  warehouses,  Scott's  Bay,  or  Lombard, 
may  be  encountered.     The  western  portion  of  the  excavation 
would  be  in  an  area  formerly  occupied  by  the  slope  of  Tele- 
graph Hill,  and  cut  down  through  rock  to  its  present  grade 
by  quarry  operations.     The  Sansome  Street  frontage,  to  the 
depth  of  the  Gold  Rush  period  warehouses  that  occupied  the 
site   (see  Figure  31  and  Map  I  in  Appendix  B) ,  appears  to 
have  been  partially  below  present  grade  when  constructed, 
and  two  of  these  structures  had  basements.     Thus,  there  is 
a  likelihood  of  encountering  historical  cultural  remains 
from  the  Gold  Rush  period  and  later  dates  on  the  eastern 
side  of  the  block  on  or  between  the  old  building  sites. 

Block  G  (bounded  by  Winthrop,  Chestnut,  Montgomery  and  Lombard 
streets) 

The  present  level  of  Block  G  is  the  result  of  the  Westmore 
quarrying  activities,  about  the  turn-of-the-century ,  and  is 
mostly  far  below  earlier  grade.     Building  plans  for  Block  G 
involve  excavation  for  a  garage  to  a  point  6.28  feet  below 
city  grade,  and  fill  materials  in  any  comparatively  recent 
(20th  century)  basements  may  contain  scattered  cultural  debris. 

Nineteenth-century  or  earlier  remains  are  not  expected  to 
be  found,  with  the  possible  exception  of  the  corner  lot  at 
Chestnut  and  Montgomery.     Here,  archaeological  possibilities 
are  comparable  to  those  at  the  corner  of  Sansome  and  Greenwich 
on  Block  E. 
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K.  ECONOMICS 
1.  Construction 

Table  15  shows  the  construction  costs  of  the  project  by  block. 
An  estimated  $59.8  million  would  be  spent  on  construction. 
Assuming  about  50%  of  construction  cost  would  go  into  labor, 
including  direct  wages,  payroll  taxes,  and  fringe  benefits, 
•  $29.9  million  would  be  paid  in  construction  salaries.  At 
a  total  hourly  wage  rate  of  $19  an  hour,  this  would  repre- 
sent about  1,580,000  person-hours,  or  790  person-years  (at 
2,000  work  hours  per  person-year),  of  work  generated . Pro- 
ject construction  would  last  about  3.2  years  and  employ  an 
average  of  247  individuals. 

Based  on  a  total  of  approximately  671,000  square  feet  of 

net  occupiable  office  space  on  Blocks  A,  B,  C,  and  E,  about 

3,200  jobs  would  be  accommodated   (see  Table  16,  page  141). 

Development  of  about  28,000  square  feet  of  commercial  and 

service  shops  would  give  rise  to  about  60  jobs,  at  one  employee 

2 

per  500  square  feet.      An  estimated  50  maintenance  jobs  are 
expected  to  be  created  by  the  project.     The  total  employment 
would  therefore  approximate  3,310,  as  shown  in  Table  16. 


Personal  communication,  Don  Wyler,  Gerson  Bakar  & 
Associates,  20  September  1977. 

Baxter,  McDonald  &  Smart,  Socioeconomic  Impacts  of 
Environmental  Impacts,  San  Francisco,  California,  October  1973. 
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•  TABLE  15 

Estimated  Cost  of  Construction 
by  Block 


Location 


Block  A 

1-  New  building 

2-  Cargo  West 
renovation 

Block  B 

1-  New  building 

2-  Italian  Swiss 
renovation 

Block  C 
New  building 

Block  E 

Block  F 

1-  Podium 

2-  Condominium 

Block  G 

1-  Condominium 

2-  Garage 


Superstructure  Atrium 
&  site  development 


Total 


-'-Landscaping 
Total 


$15,090,000 
53,000 

5, 850,000 
1,840,000 

9,240,000 
2, 630,000 


4, 410,000 
10, 610, 000 


8,130,000 
510,000 

1, 050, OOP 

$59,410,000 


$350/000  $15,400,000 

53,000 

5, 850,000 
1, 840,000 

9,240,000 
2,630,000 


4, 410,000 
10, 610,000 


8,130,000 
510,000 

1, 050,000 


$350/000  $59,760,000 


Includes  development  of  Block  D. 
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TABLE  16 

Estimated  Potential  Employment  by  Block 


Estimated  Number  of  Employees 

Location                   Office  Retail^  jVIaintenanceB 

A  Building               1,420^  20 

B  Building                   830^  20 

C  Building                   850"''  10 

4 

E  Building  100 

Block  F    10 

Block  G   

5 

Entire  Project      50 

TOTAL                          3,200  60  50 


Allows  one  employee  per  200  square  feet  of  net  occupiable 
floor  area. 

■^Based  on  the  ratio  of  one  employee  per  400  to  600  square 
feet  of  space.     Floor  space  includes  both  sales  and  support  spaces. 
(Baxter,  McDonald  &  Smart,  Inc.,  Socioeconomic  Impacts  of  Environ- 
mental Impacts,  October  1973.) 

"^Assumes  one  person  per  20,000  sq.   ft.  of  occupiable  gross 
floor  area. 

^Assumes  one  person  per  600  square  feet  of  gross  floor  area, 
based  on  research  and  development  functions  of  the  building. 

^Includes  condominiums. 

^Figures  rounded  to  nearest  ten. 
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2.      Revenues   (see  also  Appendix  C) 


Revenues  generated  by  the  Levi's  Plaza  Development  (1978 
tax  rates)  to  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  would 
come  from  several  sources: 


Sales  tax 


Parking  tax 


Utilities  tax 


Property  tax 


1.0    percent  of  gross  sales 
(State  of  California, 
Department  of  Taxes) 


Employees'  payroll  tax  1.1 


percent  of  employee  pay- 
roll  (San  Francisco  Tax 
Collector) 


15.0    percent  of  net  receipts 

(San  Francisco  Tax  Collec- 
tor) 

5.0    percent  of  utility  costs 
(San  Francisco  Public 
Utilities  Commission) 

Market  value  x  1  percent 
tax  rate   (San  Francisco 
Assessor's  Office) 


•  TABLE  17 
Estimated  Annual  Revenues 


Sales  tax 

Employees'  payroll  tax 

Parking  tax 

Utilities  tax 

Property  tax 

Personal  property  tax 

Total  annual  revenue  to 
the  City  and  County 


$  16,400"^ 
480,000 
53,000 
79,200 
720,000 
270,200 

$  l,618,80d2 
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L.       COMMUNITY  SERVICES 

1.  Telephone  Service 

Pacific  Telephone  &  Telegraph  Company  would  serve  the  pro- 
posed Levi's  Plaza  project  from  its  underground  cables  pre- 
sently located  in  Battery  Street  to  The  Embarcadero,  then 
up  Lombard  Street. Installation  connections  could  require 
some  street  excavation  and  associated  repair. 

2.  Water  Supply 

Based  on  the  proposed  uses  of  each  building  and  associated 

landscaping,  the  total  project  would  consume  an  average  of 

*  about  230,000  gallons  of  water  per  day,  or  0.23  million  gallons 

2 

per  day  (mgd) . 

Installing  or  expanding  connections  for  the  site  to  the  water 
main  beneath  The  Embarcadero  would  require  some  street  exca- 
vation and  associated  repair.     The  developer  would  pay  for 
these  operations,  except  for  the  costs  of  meters,  which  are 
included  in  the  user's  monthly  bill. 

3.  Wastewater 

The  project  would  generate  about  220,000  gallons  per  day 

3 

0   (0.22  mgd)  of  wastewater,     or  0.35%  of  the  Northpoint 
Water  Pollution  Control  Plant's  current  treatment  load. 
Wastewater  generated  by  the  project  would  be  less  than  0.15% 


R.  J.  Teglia,  District  Manager,  Engineering,  Pacific 
Telephone  and  Telegraph  Company,  letter,  19  September  1977 
(see  Appendix  E) . 

2 

Water  use  of  office  and  commercial  spaces  and  residential 
units  is  based  on  building  square  footage  and  historical  gallons 
per  day  consumption  of  similar  interior  space  uses  in  San  Francisco. 
*  Water  use  of  Block  D  open  space  is  based  on  statistical  data  sup- 
plied by  the  University  of  California  at  Davis  for  turf  and  planted 
areas. 

3 

Based  on  per  capita  usage;  Metcalf  &  Eddy,  Inc.,  Wastewater 
0  Engineering;     Collection,  Treatment,  Disposal,  page  30.     McGraw  Hill, 

N.  Y.,  N.  Y.,  1972. 


161 


of  the  Northpoint  Plant's  capacity  of  150  mgd.     This  plant 
treats  about  60%  of  the  City's  dry-weather  wastewater.  The 
proposed  Southeast  Plant  is  scheduled  for  completion  by  mid- 
1980.     Upon  completion,  it  would  treat  dry-weather  wastewater 
from  the  proposed  project.    Wastewater  generated  by  the  pro- 
posed project  would  represent  0.32%  of  the  Southeast  Plant's 

2 

capacity  of  70  mgd. 
4 .       Solid  Wastes 

Prior  to  construciton  of  the  proposed  project,  several  exist- 
ing structures  on  site  would  require  demolition  and  removal. 
Included  are  the  six-story  Gibraltar  Warehouse,  the  one-story 
Battery  Street  Furniture  Faire,  the  two-and-a-half-story 
concrete  Abbott  Laboratories   (Sperry  Flour)  Building,  two 
masonry  warehouses,  the  brick  Vorpal  Gallery  Building,  the 
two-story  Adcraft  Sign  Company,  and  the  one-story  Danish 
Furniture  Import  Building.     Additionally,  pavement  from  parking 
areas  and  the  two  blocks  of  Filbert  Street  to  be  closed  would 
require  removal.     While  the  project  sponsors  have  not  as 
yet  estimated  the  amount  of  debris  to  be  generated  by  the 
project,  it  is  anticipated  that  the  majority  of  demolition 

material,  including  brick,  lumber,  concrete,  and  interior 

3 

fixtures,  would  be  salvaged  and  recycled.       The  demolition 
debris  requiring  disposal,   including  pavement,  would  be  re- 
moved from  the  project  site  and  landfilled  at  some  Bay  Area 

4 

location  presently  requiring  heavy  fill  material. 


A.  E.  Bagot,  Superintendent,  Southeast  Water  Pollution 
Control  Plant,  telephone  conversation  with  T.  A.  Kaden,  San 
Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning,  15  February  1978. 

^Ibid. 
3 

Chuck  Duncan,  Cleveland  Wrecking  Company,  telephone 
conversation,   25  October  1977. 

"^Ibid. 
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The  proposed  project  would  generate  approximately  6,450  pounds 
of  solid  waste  per  business  day  from  commercial  sources, 
or  about  840  tons  per  year."^    Residential  solid  waste  gener- 
ated from  the  proposed  project  would  be  approximately  2,150 

2 

pounds  per  day  or  about  390  tons  per  year.      The  total  solid 

waste  generated  from  commercial  and  residential  sources  (1,240 

tons)  would  represent  0.19  percent  of  the  633,000  tons  of 

3 

refuse  landfilled  annually  m  Mountain  View. 

Solid  wastes  have  a  cumulative  impact  over  a  period  of  years 
since,  unless  they  are  incinerated,  they  remain  physically 
present  for  some  time  after  they  are  produced.  Landfill 
sites  within  the  Bay  Area  are  becoming  increasingly  scarce. 
Following  closing  of  the  Mountain  View  landfill  site  in  ten 
years,  additional  landfill  area  will  be  required  unless  other 
methods  of  dealing  with  solid  wastes  are  adopted. 

5.      Fire  Services 

The  San  Francisco  Fire  Department  has  indicated  that  the 
proposed  project  would  not  require  additional  fire  depart- 
ment personnel  or  rolling  stock  to  provide  fire  protection 
4 

services . 


California  Solid  Waste  Management  Board,  Solid  Waste 
Generation  Factors  in  California,  Technical  Information  Series 
Bulletin  No.   2,  8  July  1974. 

^Ibid. 

3 

Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments,   "Status  of  Existing 
Landfill  Sites",  undated. 

4  .  .  ... 

Chief  Robert  Rose,  San  Francisco  Fire  Department,  Division 

of  Planning  and  Research,  personal  interview,  19  October  1977. 
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Water  supplies  in  the  project  site  are  expected  to  be  suf- 
ficient to  provide  adequate  fire  protection  services.  Addi- 
tional investigation  by  the  fire  department  and  further  develop- 
ment of  project  plans  would  be  required  before  the  need 
for  additional  hydrants  could  be  determined  or  an  evaluation 
of  the  impact  of  the  closing  of  Filbert  Street  on  Fire  Depart- 
ment equipment  access  could  be  made."'' 

7 .  Schools 

While  the  demographic  makeup  for  the  proposed  325-350  resi- 
dential units  has  not  been  determined,   it  is  anticipated 

that  few  school-aged  children  would  live  within  the  project 
2 

area.      There  are  approximately  25  children  living  within 

3 

the  189  units  of  the  Telegraph  Landing  Complex    located  imme- 
diately adjacent  to  the  proposed  project  and  assumed  to  have 
a  similar  demographic  profile.     This  would  imply  that  about 
45  children  would  live  in  the  Levi's  Plaza  project  and  would 
not  tax  the  capacity  of  the  schools   (see  Section  III.M.3, 
Schools,  Page  94). 


Letter  from  Chief  Rose  to  Mary  Jo  Borak  of  EIP  Corpora- 
tion, 17  November  1977,  available  for  public  review  in  the 
Office  of  Environmental  Review  files  at  45  Hyde  Street. 

2  ... 

James  Casassa,  School  Operations  Division,  San  Francisco 

Unified  School  District,  personal  interview,  6  September  1977. 
3 

Del  Casebolt,  Chairman  of  the  Board,  Telegraph  Landing 
Homeowners  Association,  telephone  conversation,  20  October  1977. 
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M.  ENERGY 

Detail  design  plans  for  the  proposed  project  have  not  been 
developed  to  the  level  that  energy  calculations  can  be  made 
based  on  the  actual  properties  of  the  building  materials 
that  would  be  used  for  construction.     The  following  analysis 
has  been  based  on  historical  data  from  PG&E  for  similar  building 
occupancies  in  the  downtown  San  Francisco  area.     In  analyzing 
the  historical  data,  provisions  were  made  for  compliance 
with  the  Title  24  energy  standards  for  Non-Residential  Build- 
ings."'"^ 

1 .  Electricity 

Pacific  Gas  and  Electric  Company  would  supply  electricity 

to  the  project  through  underground  cables.     The  total  connected 
3 

kilowatt    load  for  the  entire  project  is  estimated  to  be 

4 

13,300.     The  project's  estimated    average  monthly  electrical 
consumption  would  be  2,080,000  kilowatt  hours   (kwh)  or  25,000,000 
kwh  per  year.     Consumption  is  expected  to  reach  a  maximum 
during  the  summer  because  of  the  air  conditioning  loads. 
See  Figure  43/  page  166,  for  estimated  average  daily  and 
annual  distribution  curves. 


Mr.  Ray  Gifford,  engineer,  Vann  Engineering  Corporation, 
telephone  conversation,  19  September  1978. 

2 

California  Energy  Resources  Conservation  and  Develop- 
ment Commission,  Energy  Conservation  Standards  for  New  Non- 
Residential  Buildings. 

3 

One  Kilowatt  =  1,000  watts. 

4 

Levi's  Plaza,  Electrical  Input  for  EIR  Statement," 
The  Engineering  Enterprise,  October  1977,  revised  March  1978, 
available  for  public  review  at  the  Office  of  Environmental 
•  Review,  45  Hyde  Street.     Calculations  are  based  on  historical  con- 
sumption data  provided  by  PG&E  for  five  projects  in  San  Francisco 
of  approximately  equal  size.     Consumption  data  were  averaged  on  a 
kwh  per  square  foot  basis  and  extrapolated  for  the  Levi's  Plaza 
project. 
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.^^^ Thousands  of  Kilowatt  Hours  (KWH) 
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Figure  No.43 


2.       Fuel  Oil 

Because  of  the  projected  shortage  of  natural  gas  and  the 
California  Public  Utilities  Commission  requirements  limiting 
natural  gas  consumption  to  less  than  50,000  cubic  feet  per 
day  per  hookup,  fuel  oil  is  likely  to  be  selected  as  the 
primary  source  of  heating  energy  for  the  project.''"    The  esti- 
mated average  consumption  of  fuel  oil  per  day  for  the  entire 
project^  would  be  109  ,  000  ,  000  Btu,"^  or  780  gallons  (18.5 
barrels).     This  is  the  equivalent  of  39.8  billion  Btu  of 
fuel  oil  per  year,  or  6,800  barrels.     Peak  fossil  fuel  con- 
sumption would  occur  in  January,  when  about  6.5  billion  Btu 
of  fuel  oil  would  be  consumed. 


"Levi's  Plaza,  Fuel  Consumption  Input  for  EIR  Statement", 
Vann  Engineering  Corporation,  October  1977,  revised  March 
1978,  available  for  public  review  at  the  Office  of  Environmental 
Review . 

2 

Fuel  consum.ption  to  provide  space  heating,  domestic 
hot  water  and,  for  condominium  units,   includes  cooking.  Fuel 
consumption  is  based  on  data  supplied  by  PG&E  for  similar  building 
uses  in  San  Francisco. 

3 

Btu:     British  thermal  unit — the  quantity  of  heat  required 
to  raise  the  temperature  on  one  pound  of  water  by  one  degree 
Fahrenheit  at  or  near  39.2°  F. 
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V.     UNAVOIDABLE  ADVERSE  IMPACTS 


A.     GEOLOGY  AND  SEISMICITY 

Seismic  activity  could  cause  damage  to  the  proposed  project. 
In  the  event  of  ear thshaking ,  structures  located  on  Blocks 

A.  E,  F,  and  G  would  be  susceptible  to  rock  and  slide  debris 
falling  down  Telegraph  Hill.     The  City  of  San  Francisco  is 
currently  investigating  feasible  mitigation  measures  to  mini- 
mize the  hazards  from  the  unstable  Telegraph  Hill.     The  portions 
of  the  project  constructed  on  Bay  fill  would  be  subject  to 
liquefaction. 

B .  HYDROLOGY 

There  would  be  an  increase  of  approximately  33%  in  the  quantity 
of  surface  stormwater  runoff.     There  would  also  be  an  increase 
in  pollutants  entering  storm  drains. 

C.  ATMOSPHERE 
1 .     Air  Quality 

Construction  activities  would  produce  a  temporary  increase 
in  dust  generation,  resulting  in  a  periodic  nuisance  to  down- 
wind businesses  and  pedestrians. 

In  comparison  to  1982  air  quality  conditions  without  the 
proposed  project,  project-related  traffic  would  increase 
roadside  concentrations  of  carbon  monoxide  on  streets  within 
the  proposed  site  by  6-15%   (see  page  120)   resulting  concen- 
trations would  be  less  than  25%  of  present  standards. 
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Pollutant  emissions  from  project  traffic  and  from  fuel  combus- 
tion would  cause  a  degradation  in  regional  air  quality. 
While  the  increases  in  regional  pollutants  attributable  to 
the  project  are  relatively  small   (Table  12,  page  123) ,  reduc- 
tions in  regional  emissions  are  necessary  if  the  air  quality 
standards  are  all  to  be  attained  in  the  Bay  Area.     The  project 
would,  therefore,  delay  attainment  of  the  standards  or  make 
attainment  more  difficult. 

2 .     Wind,  Sun,  and  Shade 

Wind  speeds  sufficiently  high  to  cause  discomfort  would  occur 
in  the  proposed  park  on  Block  D  approximately  20%  of  the 
time  during  the  summer  months,  5-15%  of  the  time  during 
spring  and  fall,  and  less  than  5%  of  the  time  in  winter. 

D.  NOISE 

During  construction  some  disruption  due  to  noise  can  be  expected. 
The  amount  of  impact  would  depend  on  the  particular  construction 
activity  and  its  location  in  relation  to  residences  or  offices. 
Pile  driving,  grading,  drilling,  and  associated  construction 
activities  would  cause  periodic  maximum  levels  of  about  70  dBA 
inside  the  nearest  residences  on  Telegraph  Hill  and  of  75  dBA 
inside  the  commercial  buildings  on  Union  Street.  Outdoor 
increases  of  up  to  20  dBA  would  be  disruptive  and  would  tend 
to  induce  avoidance  of  outside  activity  in  the  area. 

E.  VISUAL  QUALITY 

Upper  levels  of  the  Block  B  office  building  would  partially 
obstruct  views  eastward  toward  the  Bay  from  lower  portions 
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of  the  penthouse  structure  directly  opposite,  across  Sansome 
Street.     The  50  foot  height  of  the  Block  E  building  would 
partially  obstruct  views  eastward  from  lower  levels  of  the 
residential  structure  behind  the  Block  E  building. 

Partial  view  obstruction  north  toward  Telegraph  Landing  and 
portions  of  the  Bay  beyond  would  be  expected  from  the  lower 
elevations  of  Telegraph  Hill  due  to  the  construction  of  the 
nine-story  condominium  on  Block  F,  depending  on  one's  location 
on  the  Hill  with  respect  to  Block  F. 

F.     HISTORICAL  AND  ARCHAEOLOGICAL  RESOURCES 

1 .  Historic  Structures 

Development  plans  call  for  removal  of  the  remaining  wall 
of  the  Pioneer  Warehouse   (Griffing's  Warehouse,    1851),  and 
relocation  to  an  open-space  location  in  the  Plaza  on  Block  D. 
The  rubble  construction  of  this  two-story  wall  may  present 
considerable  problems  in  its  removal  and  re-erection  to  meet 
standards  of  historical  curatorship. 

Anything  less  than  the  most  careful  and  knowledgeable  work 
in  the  re-erection  of  this  wall  may  result  in  not  only  loss 
of  its  historic  quality,  but  a  disappointing  visual  impression 
on  tenants,  and  the  general  public. 

2 .  Archaeological  Resources 

Adverse  impacts  of  the  project  construction  on  any  existing 
subsurface  cultural  resources  would  vary  according  to  the 
relationship  between  the  type  of  construction  to  be  performed 
on  specific  blocks  and  the  type  of  remains  that  may  lie  beneath 
the  surface. 
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G.  COMMUNITY  SERVICES 
Solid  Wastes 

Solid  wastes  remain  present  after  they  are  produced  unless 
they  are  incinerated.     Landfill  sites  within  the  Bay  Area 
are  becoming  scarce,  and  following  closing  of  the  Mountain 
View  landfill  site  in  ten  years,  additional  landfill  area 
will  be  required  unless  other  methods  of  handling  solid  wastes 
are  adopted. 

H .  ENERGY 

The  use  by  the  project  of  some  39.8  billion  Btu  of  fuel  oil 
per  year   (approximately  6,800  barrels)   is  an  unavoidable 
adverse  impact,  as  fossil  fuels  are  nonrenewable  resources. 
Similarly,  the  25  million  kwh  of  electricity  that  would  be 
consumed  annually  by  proposed  project  must  also  be  con- 

sidered an  unavoidable  adverse  impact,  as  this  electricity 
would  be  generated  predominantly  from  fossil  fuels. 

I .  TRANS  PORT AT ION 

1.  Traffic 

Sansome  between  Lombard  and  The  Embarcadero  would  decrease 
%  from  level  of  service  C  to  level  of  service  E  during  peak 
hours. 

Battery  between  Union  and  Broadway  would  be  at  level  of  service  F 
during  peak  hours. 

2 .  Parking 

About  612  parking  spaces   (now  serving  mostly  off-site  uses) 
would  be  lost  due  to  construction  of  the  proposed  project. 
These  spaces  would  not  be  replaced,  as  the  proposed  project 
would  provide  only  enough  parking  to  satisfy  its  own  demand. 
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The  proposed  parking  supply  would  be  713  spaces  short  of 
the  parking  requirement  of  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Code 

3 .  Transit 

There  would  be  increased  capital  and  operational  costs  of 
16  additional  buses  during  peak  hours  on  lines  15,   42  and 
or  decreased  transit  service  if  funds  were  not  available 
for  these  capital  and  operational  costs. 
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VI.     GROWTH- INDUCING  IMPACTS 


The  major  effect  that  the  project  would  have  on  the  City's 
population  and  employment  is  through  its  impact  on  economic 
activity  in  San  Francisco,  as  discussed  in  Section  IV. B. 5. 
The  Levi's  Plaza  development  could  induce  growth  in  the  economy 
by  generating  new  employment,  increasing  consumer  expenditures, 
and  bringing  new  money  into  San  Francisco. 

The  project  would  affect  the  city's  population  to  the  extent 
that  it  would  make  available  more  jobs  to  San  Francisco  resi- 
dents; Bay  Area  population  would  be  affected  to  the  extent 
that  jobs  are  provided  to  non-City  residents.     Of  the  3,310 
jobs  that  would  be  provided,  about  43%  would  be  held  by  City 
residents,  and  about  57%  by  non-residents."^ 

Table  18  summarizes  the  estimated  direct  and  indirect  annual 
income  and  job  generation  of  the  project;   indirect  effects 
are  based  on  multipliers  described  in  the  following. 

Direct  employment  and  income  effects  of  the  project  were 
indicated  in  Section  IV. K. 5.     There  would  also  be  indirect 
employment  impacts  in  the  form  of  jobs  generated  by  the  income 
of  the  Levi's  Plaza  employees  through  the  "multiplier  effect." 
It  is  estimated  that  San  Francisco  residents  employed  by 
the  project  would  purchase  about  66  percent  of  their  non- 
housing-related  goods  and  services  in  the  City,  thus  providing 


"iSurvey  of  Employees,  Levi  Strauss,  October  1977.  The 
growth  would  depend  on  how  many  of  the  expected  3,310  jobs 
accommodated  by  the  project  are  existing  jobs  and  how  many 
are  new.  Of  the  3,310  jobs,  1,420  will  be  transferred  from 
the  present  Levi  Strauss  offices.  It  cannot  be  determined 
at  this  time  how  many  of  the  remaining  1,890  jobs  would  be 
new  jobs. 
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additional  jobs  to  San  Francisco  residents.     The  estimated 
"employment  multiplier"  of  the  jobs  provided  directly  by 
the  project  is  0.6,^  which  means  that  for  every  100  jobs 
the  project  provides  to  San  Francisco  residents,  employment 
in  the  city  would  increase  by  160,  the  additional  60  jobs 
being  generated  through  the  several  rounds  of  economic  activity 
initiated  by  the  demand  of  the  100  project  employees. 

Non-San  Francisco  residents  employed  by  the  project  would 
also  have  an  indirect  impact  on  employment  within  the  City. 
The  estimated  employment  multiplier  associated  with  non-City 
residents  would  be  0.13. 


San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning,  Economic 
Analysis,  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report,  Bank  of  America 


Data  Center,  Vol.  1,  San  Francisco,  28  August  1975. 


VII.     MITIGATION  MEASURES 


A.  GEOLOGY  AND  SEISMICITY 

To  mitigate  the  potential  for  loose  gravel  and  boulders  falling 
from  Telegraph  Hill  onto  the  project  area,  a  wall  would  be 
constructed  by  the  project  sponsor  at  the  base  of  the  Hill  in 
the  southwest  corner  of  Block  G.     There  is  currently  a 
wall  along  the  south  side  of  Block  F  which  is  a  barrier  to 
further  downslope  movement  of  rubble. 

The  project  would  be  constructed  in  conformity  with  the  San 
Francisco  Building  Code  and  would  therefore  incorporate  the  • 
required  seismic  design  elements  for  minimizing  seismic  hazards 
from  groundshaking  and  liquefaction.     The  Italian  Swiss  Colony 
Building  would  be  renovated  to  conform  to  the  Building  Code. 

B .  HYDROLOGY 

The  following  control  measures  could  be  used  to  reduce  surface 
runoff  and  runoff  pollution. 

-  Prevent  contaminants  from  reaching  ground  surfaces. 

(1)  Control  littering  and  dogs  through  local  ordinances  (C) 
the  City  does  not  expect  to  be  able  to  improve  enforce- 
ment of  these  ordinances. 

-  Improve  reduction  of  contaminants  prior  to  rainstorm. 

(1)  Increase  street-cleaning   (C) ;   the  City  does  not 
have  funds  to  increase  street-cleaning. 

(2)  Clean  catch  basins  frequently   (C) ;  the  City  does 
not  have  funds  to  increase  current  catch  basin 
service  levels. 


■"■Letters  in  parentheses  indicate  whether  responsibility 
for  implementation  would  fall  on  the  developer   (D)  or  the 
City   (C) . 
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(3)  Prevent  erosion  at  construction  sites  (D,C) ;  use 
of  good  construction  practices  would  be  required 
by  the  developer  and  monitored  by  the  City. 

(4)  Reseed  or  apply  vegetation  cover  to  distrubed  areas 
(D) ;   the  developer  would  do  this. 

C.  ATMOSPHERE 

1.  Air  Quality 

Construction  impacts:     Watering  to  control  dust  on  the  construc- 
tion site  would  be  provided  by  the  project  sponsor.  The 
San  Francisco  Building  Code  requires  that  measures  be  taken 
to  reduce  dust  generation,  specifically,  watering  down  demolition 
materials  and  soils.     An  effective  watering  program  (complete 
coverage  twice  daily)  can  reduce  emissions  by  about  50%. 

2 .  Sun,  Shade  and  Wind 

Trees  and  other  dense  vegetation  would  be  provided  in  the 
northwest  portion  of  the  proposed  park  to  help  reduce  wind 
velocity.     Plants  would  be  placed  along  The  Embarcadero  to 
help  reduce  windspeed,  air  pollutants,  and  noise  within  the 
park. 

D.  NOISE 

Beyond  meeting  the  requirements  of  the  San  Francisco  Noise 
Ordinance  relating  to  construction  noise,   if  there  are  complaints 
from  nearby  residents  the  City  could  require  that  holes  be 
pre-drilled  prior  to  the  installation  of  piles  and  that  acousti- 
cal shielding  be  provided  around  the  pile  driver  during  its 
use   (properly  designed  shields  around  pile  drivers  can  yield 
a  10-15  dBA  noise  reduction) . 
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Mitigation  measures  would  also  be  required  for  the  proposed 
multi-family  dwellings  on  Block  F.     An  interior  noise  reduction 
of  17-18  dBA  would  be  required  to  meet  the  California  noise 
insulation  standards   (see  page  118) .     The  specific  method 
of  achieving  the  required  reduction  would  be  detailed  in 
the  acoustical  report  required  for  the  project.     A  copy  of 
this  report  would  be  transmitted  to  the  Department  of  City 
Planning,  where  it  would  be  available  for  public  review. 


E.     VISUAL  QUALITY 

To  minimize  view  obstruction  from  residences  near  the  base 
of  Telegraph  Hill,  the  Block  B  office  building  would  be  con- 
structed 19  feet  less  in  height  than  the  84-foot  height  limit 
specified  by  the  San  Francisco  City  Planning  Code.     A  greater 
^  height  reduction,  if  adopted,     would  avoid  partially  obstructing 
views  east  toward  the  Bay  from  the  lower  portion  of  the  Walters 
Warehouse  penthouse  and  nearby  residences  respectively. 
Portions  of  views  to  the  Bay  from  lower  north  facing  slopes 
of  Telegraph  Hill  would  not  be  partially  obstructed  if  the 
roofline  of  the  taller  condominium  building  was  no  higher 
than  that  of  Telegraph  Landing  across  Lombard  Street.  The 
project  sponsor  feels  that  additional  measures  to  lower  the 
building  heights  proposed  would  not  be  economically  practical. 

The  possibility  of  project  area  lighting  has  not  been  identified 
as  an  unavoidable  adverse  impact  on  views  from  Telegraph 
Hill,  as  project  area  lighting  fixtures  have  not  been  selected. 
To  establish  effective  area  lighting  that  maximizes  safety 
consistent  with  the  need  to  minimize  conflicts  with  night- 
time views  from  higher  elevations  around  the  project  area 
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a  specialist  in  exterior  lighting  design  would  be  consulted 
to  determine  light  source  locations,  light  intensities  and 
type  of  light  source.     Exterior  lighting  would  be  recessed 
into  fixtures  with  baffles  and  be  focused  downward  to  avoid 
glare.     When  office  spaces  are  not  in  use  or  janitorial  services 
not  being  performed,  interior  lighting  visible  to  persons 
exterior  to  the  building  would  be  turned  off  in  accordance 
with  covenants  written  into  office  space  leases.  The  covenants 
would  specify  that  night-time  lighting  be  permitted  only 
in  those  rooms  used  for  night-time  activities  or  the  performance 
of  janitorial  services,  and  that  curtains  be  drawn  across 
the  windows  facing  Telegraph  Hill  until  work  is  completed. 

Electrical  and  telephone  service  lines  in  the  project  area 
would  be  placed  underground. 


F.     HISTORICAL  AND  ARCHAEOLOGICAL  RESOURCES 
1.     Historic  Structures 

Present  plans  call  for  removal  of  the  remaining  wall  of  the 
historic  Pioneer  Warehouse   (Griffing's  Warehouse,  1852), 
because  it  would  be  in  conflict  with  the  projected  building 
on  Block  A,  to  an  open-space  location  in  the  plaza  area. 
Because  of  the  rubble  construction  of  this  wall,  problems 
are  anticipated  in  dismantling  and  reconstruction.     An  expert 
in  architectural  masonry  reconstruction  with  substantial 
experience  in  masonry  movement,  acceptable  to  the  National 
Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation,     would  be  employed 
by  the  project  sponsor  as  a  consultant  and  supervisor  in 
the  relocation  process. 

If,  for  any  reason,  redesign  of  the  building  proposed  for 
Block  A  should  be  undertaken,  consideration  would  be  given 
to  incorporation  of  the  Pioneer  Wall  into  the  new  design. 
Such  incorporation  would  be  preferable  to  relocation  and  would 
be  more  likely  to  preserve  the  wall  intact. 
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2.     Archaeological  Resources 

The  probability  of  one  or  more  Gold  Rush  hulks  existing  in 
the  project  area  and  potential  artifacts  of  the  Gold  Rush 
period   (1849-1857)   in  or  under  the  present  fill  poses  two 
mitigation  problems:     (1)   Substantially  intact  remains  of 
a  Gold  Rush  hulk  would  represent  an  archaeological  find 
which  most  likely  would  qualify  for  the  National  Register 
of  Historic  Places.     A  testing  program  designed  to  maximize 
the  probability  of  accurate  location  of  any  such  remains 
before  beginning  construction  would  be  desirable.     (2)  It 
is  uncertain  whether  artifactual  deposits  exist  which  would 
qualify  for  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places. 

No  program  short  of  excavating  the  entire  site  could  absolutely 
prove  or  disprove  that  there  are  any  such  deposits.  There- 
fore a  preconstruction  testing  program  designed  to  sample 
sites  would  be  undertaken  where  archival  study  and  analysis 
show  the  highest  historical  archaeological  potential. 

The  availability  of  the  known  characteristics  and  precise 
location  of  a  portion  of  the  hulk  of  the  Gold  Rush  storeship 
Niantic  in  San  Francisco  permits  testing  the  adequacy  of 
an  electrical  resistivity  sensing  device  that  can  probably 
be  used  to  test  possible  copper-clad  hulk  location  at  a  cost 
far  below  that  of  conducting  conventional  mechanical  borings 
at  only  the  most  likely  locations.     Resistivity  sensing  and 
other  modes  of  remote  sensing  are  not  useful  in  testing  for 
most  subsurface  materials  of  historical  interest  in  urban 
areas  because  of  interference  from  reinforcing  steel,  utility 
pipes  and  cables,  and  other  materials  found  in  urban  subsur- 
face locations.     As  a  result,  a  program  of  conventional  borings 
could  be  part  of  the  program."^ 


A  description  of  the  remote-sensing  equipment  and  program 
will  be  found  in  Appendix  B  under  "Archaeological  Conclusions 
and  Recommendations,"  along  with  test  boring  sites,  reasons 
for  specific  test  site  locations  and  other  details. 
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The  project  sponsor  agrees  that  the  testing  program  would 
be  conducted  under  the  supervision  of  a  qualified  historical 
archaeologist,  with  one  or  more  field  assistants  and  technical 
experts  as  phases  of  the  program  require.     The  proposed  program 
would  be  as  follows: 

(1)  Perform  a  remote  sensing  test  on  the  Niantic 
remains  for  a  demonstration  of  equipment  potentially  usable 

on  the  Levi's  Plaza  project  site   (see  Appendix  B  for  a  description) 

(2)  If,   in  the  judgment  of  the  Principal  Investigator, 
this  test  demonstrates  the  value  of  the  equipment  under  con- 
ditions similar  to  those  in  Levi's  Plaza,   it  would  be  used 

in  lieu  of  5  of  the  11  conventional  test  borings  that  would 
be  proposed  in  the  absence  of  this  test  equipment,  or  that 
would  be  implemented  if  the  Principal  Investigator  concludes 
that  the  equipment  is  inadequate  for  the  intended  purpose. 

(3)  Six  24-inch  mechanical  exploratory  borings  would 
be  placed  at  the  locations  indicated  in  Appendix  B  to  test 
for  other  cultural  remains  of  historical  archaeological  sig- 
nificance and  to  support  the  remote  sensing  location  of  hulks. 

(4)  In  the  event  that  the  remote  sensing  program 
for  hulk  identification  is  not  implemented  on  the  Levi's 
Plaza  site,  then  five  24-inch  mechanical  exploratory  borings 
would  be  placed  at  the  locations  indicated  in  Appendix  B. 

(5)  Five  additional  24-inch  exploratory  borings 
would  be  held  in  reserve  for  use  of  locations  designated 

by  the  Principal  Investigator  in  the  event  that  test  results 
indicate  the  need  for  any  or  all  of  them. 

(6)     The  Principal  Investigator  would  prepare  a 
report,  within  30  days  of  the  completion  of  the  pre-construction 
testing  program,  that  makes  known  the  findings  and  offers 
recommendations  for  any  further  archaeological  procedures, 
if  any  are  needed,  to  avoid  impact  to  cultural  resources 
of  National  Register  significance.     This  report  would  be 
submitted  to  the  Environmental  Review  Officer  and  the  President 
of  the  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board. 
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Further  exploratory  investigation  may  be  recommended  if  the 
preconstruction  testing  proves  to  be  inadequate  to  determine 
effectively  the  extent  and  potential  National  Register  signi- 
ficance of  materials  located.     Alternatively,  monitoring 
of  construction  excavation  at  a  specific  location  or  locations 
by  a  qualified  historical  archaeologist  and/or  qualified 
assistants  may  be  indicated. 

Should  any  cultural  or  archaeological  artificts  be  found 
during  excavation  for  the  proposed  project,  the  Environmental 
Review  Officer  and  the  President  of  the  Landmarks  Preserva- 
tion Advisory  Board  would  be  notified.     If  the  recommenda- 
tions stemming  from  the  preconstruction  testing  program  do 
not  indicate  the  need  for  retention  of  the  on-going  services 
of  a  qualified  historical  archaeologist,  then  the  San  Fran- 
cisco Office  of  Environmental  Review  would  make  a  determina- 
tion as  to  the  significance  of  the  find  with  respect  to  the 
National  Register  of  Historic  Places  standards,  with  the 
assistance  as  need  of  a  historical  or  prehistor ical  archaeolo- 
gist and  any  other  expert (s)    (such  as  maritime)   that  may 
be  required.     The  Environmental  Review  Officer  would  recommend 
mitigation  measures,  if  any  are  deemed  necessary.     All  recom- 
mendations would  be  sent  to  the  State  Office  of  Historic 
Preservation.     Excavation  or  construction  that  may  be  damaging 
to  the  cultural  resources  discovered  would  be  suspended  for 
up  to  a  maximum  of  four  weeks  to  permit  inspection,  recom- 
mendation, and  retrieval   (if  appropriate). 


G.  WATER 

Plant  materials  tolerant  to  dry  soil  conditions  would  be 
chosen  for  the  landscaped  areas. 


H.  ENERGY 

The  design  of  the  proposed  project  has  not  advanced  to  the 
level  at  which  specific  energy  calculations  can  be  made. 
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However,  new  construction  initiated  after  1  July  1978  is 
required  to  comply  with  Title  24,  Division  20,  Articles  1 
and  2  of  the  California  Administrative  Code  regarding  Energy 
Conservation  Standards  for  New  Non-residential  and  Residential 
Buildings. 

The  project  would  comply  with  the  standards  contained  in 
Title  24.     In  order  to  meet  the  standards,  some  energy  con- 
servation design  measures  have  already  been  established. 
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The  air  conditioning  system  would  have  "economizer-cycles", 
using  outside  air  when  the  outside  temperature  allowed;  return- 
air  fixtures  would  be  installed  in  the  ceilings  to  circulate 
the  air,  and  to  keep  heated  air  from  the  light  fixtures  close 
to  the  ceilings,  minimizing  the  air  conditioning  needed  for 
the  occupied  areas;  there  would  be  dual  lighting  control, 
allowing  the  lights  to  be  turned  to  half  level  when  daylight 
permitted  it  and  during  maintenance  hours;  the  dual  lighting 
controls  would  be  operated  by  switches  on  each  floor,  as 
Title  24  does  not  allow  group  switching  systems.  Double 
pane,  solar  windows  would  be  installed,  except  on  northfacing 
walls . 

Solar  energy  was  considered  for  the  project,  but  rejected 
due  to  initial  capital  costs  judged  prohibitive  by  project 
sponsor , 

I.  TRANSPORTATION 

1.    Measures  Designed  to  Decrease  the  Traffic  and  Parking 
Demand 

Two  kinds  of  impacts  need  to  be  mitigated  under  this  over- 
all goal:     those  created  by  the  location  of  the  proposed 
project  in  relation  to  the  existing  transit  system,  and  those 
of  the  travelers  who  drive  cars  where  relatively  good  transit 
service  is  available   (e.g.  near  The  Embarcadero  Center) . 

To  mitigate  the  first  type  of  impacts,  transit  connections 
would  need  to  be  provided  between  the  major  transit  trunk 
lines   (BART,  AC  Transit,  the  ferries,  and  SP)   and  the  proposed 
project.     The  demand  analysis  indicated  that  the  vehicle- 
driver  modal  split  would  increase  from  about  16%  to  17.5% 
as  a  result  of  the  proposed  move.     This  assumes  about  a  4- 
minute  headway  on  the  combined  15  and  42  bus  routes  and  about 
a  6-minute  headway  on  route  32.     As  indicated  in  the  section 
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on  impacts  on  transit,  four  to  six-minute  headways  on  Routes 
15/42  and  32  would  require  an  additional  16  bus  runs  during 
peak  hours  on  these  routes.     Assuming  that  each  additional 
bus  during  the  peak  hour  requires  an  additional  full-time 
driver  plus  equipment,  the  MUNI  capacity  increase  is  estimated 
to  cost  approximately  $350,000  to  $700,000  per  year.  Implemen- 
tation of  this  measure  would  be  the  responsibility  of  the 
City;  as  MUNI  is  a  subsidized  operation,  an  increase  in 
federal  or  state  funding,  an  increase  in  San  Francisco  property 
tax,  or  enactment  of  a  law  making  these  costs  the  responsibility 
of  the  project  sponsor,  would  be  required  to  fund  implementation. 

To  mitigate  the  impacts  of  the  Levi  Strauss  move  to  the  pro- 
posed location  fully   (i.e.,  to  bring  the  car-driver  split 
from  17,5%  to  16%),  or  in  other  words  to  mitigate  the  travel 
time  lost  in  the  transfer  from  the  regional  system  to  the 
local  transit  system,  the  headways  would  have  to  be  reduced 
further  to  about  3-5  minutes.     This  would  increase  the  number 
of  buses  required  on  the  two  MUNI  lines.     Headways  of  3-5 
minutes  are  estimated  to  bring  the  car-driver  modal  split 
down  to  the  existing  16%,  and  would  mean  a  decrease  of  about 
9%  in  traffic  and  parking  demand.     This  decrease  would  apply 
to  the  employees  and  to  the  visitors,  but  not  to  parking 
required  for  the  condominium  units  and  the  Ice  House.  The 
resulting  parking  demand  would  be  for  about  1,102  spaces, 
instead  of  the  estimated  1,166  spaces,  including  the  Ice 
House  parking,  representing  a  5%  overall  decrease. 

For  the  second  kind  of  impacts   (i.e.,  to  decrease  the  pro- 
portion of  current  Levi  Strauss  employees  driving  by  car) , 
Table  21  in  Appendix  D  indicates  the  prime  target  groups 
that  must  be  reached  if  any  further  decrease  in  traffic  and 
parking  demand  is  to  be  achieved.     They  are,   in  decreasing 
order  of  importance: 
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Percent  of  all  commuters 
County  of  Origin   driving  cars  

San  Francisco  6.5% 

San  Mateo  3.8% 

Marin  3.1% 

Contra  Costa  1.9% 

The  first  group  consists  of  San  Francisco  residents  com- 
muting by  car  to  the  proposed  project,  an  estimated  215  people 
a  day  of  the  total  3,310  employees.  These  people  live  within 
eight  miles  of  the  project.     Direct  transit  service  between 
the  proposed  project  site  and  residential  neighborhoods, 
in  addition  to  the  downtown-oriented  service,  would  attract 
some  of  these  people  out  of  their  cars;  such  a  service  could 
be  provided  by  a  direct  bus  route  or  loop  along  Broadway, 
Sansome  and  Battery,  and  Bay  Streets.     The  MUNI  POM  (Planning, 
Operations  and  Management)   Study  recommends  an  express  route 
along  Chestnut,  Van  Ness,  Broadway,  Sansome,  and  Battery 
Streets.     Bicycling  is  another  alternative.     Bicycle  lanes 
along  the  relatively  flat  and  direct  roads,  plus  safe  bicycle 
storage  facilities  within  each  project  block,  could  divert 
a  proportion  of  maybe  2  to  5%  of  car  drivers  to  bicycling 
in  fair  weather.     The  City  of  San  Francisco  would  have  to 
implement  the  bicycle  lanes  and  the  project  sponsor  would 
provide  bicycle  rental  storage  facilities  in  the  garages. 
Assuming  that  the  direct  bus  route  and  the  bicycle  facilities 
would  affect  a  total  of  about  15%  of  the  drivers  who  originate 
in  San  Francisco,  parking  demand  would  decrease  by  about 
30  spaces. 

Ride-sharing  strategies,   in  the  form  of  car-pool  and  van- 
pool  programs,   should  be  applied  to  San  Francisco  residents 
and,  especially,  to  drivers  from  other  counties.     Such  ride- 
sharing  programs  could  become  conditions  for  the  approval 
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of  the  parking  variance  by  the  City.     The  City  would  have 
to  monitor  the  program  once  the  project  is  built.  Car-pool 
matching  efforts  could  be  undertaken  by  the  major  employers. 
Special  maps  would  be  set  up  in  prominent  locations  where 
potential  poolers  could  pin  tags  at  the  location  of  their 
residence. 

A  van-pool  program  -  complementary  to  the  car-pooling  effort 
-  would  be  more  effective.     Such  programs  are  gaining  the 
support  of  employees  and  employers.     A  van-pool  program  costs 
the  employer  only  minor  administrative  costs,  unless  he 
specifically  desires  to  subsidize  it.     Levi  Strauss  currently 
provides  administrative  aid  to  car  and  van-pooling  among 
employees.     Typically,  employee-riders  pay  for  the  operating 
costs  and  for  the  amortization  and  insurance,  and  if  their 
daily  commute  distance  is  more  than  about  20  miles,  they 
make  savings  below  the  normal  car  driving  costs,  i.e.,  below 
the  gas  and  maintenance  costs  of  driving  a  car. 

In  determining  the  parking  requirement  for  the  proposed 
project,  the  project  sponsor  has  assumed  a  degree  of  coopera- 
tion between  Levi  Strauss  and  employees,  and  future  tenants 
relative  to  van-pooling  and  car-pooling  to  lessen  the  need 
for  private  transportation.     The  project  sponsor  would  offer 
incentive  for  van-pool  programs  by  providing  reduced  parking 
rates  for  the  vans  in  pools  with  Levi  Strauss  employees. 
Such  incentives  could  be  made  a  condition  of  City  approval 
of  the  project. 

Nationwide  reviews'^  of  van-pool  programs  in  large  companies 
indicate  that  15  to  20%  of  vehicle  drivers  participate. 


A.  M.  Voorhees  Van  Pool  Study  for  the  Federal  Energy 
Administration,  1977. 
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If  such  a  program  were  to  include  all  3,310  employees  in 
the  project  site,   it  could  potentially  involve  116  car-drivers 
(20%  of  all  employee  car-drivers) .     The  parking  demand  could 
thereby  decrease  by  116  spaces.     An  additional  11  spaces 
would  have  to  be  provided  for  the  vans,  resulting  in  a  net 
decrease  of  about  105  spaces.     Additional  van-pools  could 
be  filled  with  employees  who  currently  are  not  driving  a 
car;   i.e.,  car  passengers  and  transit  riders.     Between  20 
and  30  spaces  could  be  reserved  for  van-pools  in  the  garage 
under  Block  A. 

The  project  sponsor,  BJW,  Assoc.,  would  recommend  Levi  Strauss 
try  car-pool  programs,  consisting  of  matching  and  promotion 
efforts  and  of  preferential  parking  for  car-pools.  Car-pool 
programs  could  increase  the  average  vehicle  occupancy  from 
about  1.3  to  perhaps  1.4  persons  per  vehicle.     This  would 
represent  an  8%  occupancy  increase  and  a  corresponding  decrease 
in  parking  spaces  needed,   i.e.,  a  reduction  of  about  46  car 
spaces.     Increases  above  1.4  persons  per  vehicle  would  pro- 
duce correspondingly  larger  decreases  in  parking  needs. 

These  incentive  measures  oriented  toward  the  current  car 
drivers  would  reduce  the  estimated  employee  parking  demand 
by  about  155  spaces,  from  580  to  425  spaces.     But  to  be  fully 
effective  they  should  be  combined  with  negative  measures, 
A  disincentive  to  car-driving  in  the  case  of  this  project 
would  be  to  limit  the  parking  supply.     In  downtown  areas 
such  as  San  Francisco,  the  parking  supply  and  pricing  is 
the  major  factor  determining  vehicular  traffic. A  reduction 
in  the  number  of  planned  parking  spaces  and  the  imposition 


San  Francisco  Bay  Area  Parking  Management  Plan,  A.  M. 
Voorhees  &  Associates,  1976.     Available  for  public  review 
at  the  Department  of  City  Planning  Office  at  45  Hyde  Street. 
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of  special  pricing  policies  are  in  general  the  most  direct 
and  important  strategies  that  can  be  applied  to  reduce  traffic 
in  dense  urban  areas.     These  strategies  would  be  the  responsi- 
bility of  the  project  sponsor. 

The  parking  supply  reduction  should  correspond  at  least 

to  the  decrease  in  demand  resulting  from  the  positive  measures, 

i.e.,  155  spaces.     To  reinforce  the  positive  measures,  the 

reduction  in  supply  could  be  perhaps  up  to  20%  greater. 

The  number  of  parking  spaces  would  thus  be  purposely  reduced 

by  186. 

Based  on  the  previous  analysis,  a  mitigation  program  consisting 
of  incentive  and  disincentive  measures  that  would  result 
in  a  relatively  balanced  demand-and-supply  situation  can 
be  proposed  for  the  current  car  drivers.     The  incentive  measures 
would  consist  of  an  additional  direct  bus  line  along  the 
Broadway  or  Bay  Street  corridor,  bicycle  lanes  and  bicycle 
storage  facilities,  car-pool  matching  and  promotion  efforts, 
preferential  parking  for  car  pools  in  Block  F,  and  a  van- 
pool  program  with  reduced  parking  rates  for  the  vans  in  the 
Block  A  garage.     The  disincentive  measures  should  consist 
of  a  price-rate  structure  that  would  be  less  favorable  to 
long-term  parking,  and  of  a  31-stall  decrease  beyond  the 
parking  reduction  estimated  for  the  incentive  measures. 

To  conclude,  the  original  parking  demand  estimate  of  1,166 
spaces  can  be  reduced  as  follows: 

Three-minute  to  five-minute  frequencies  on  MUNI  routes 
32  and  15/42  would  reduce  the  parking  demand  by  a 
little  over  5  percent   (64  spaces) .     This  improvement 
program  is  also  intended  to  mitigate  the  impacts  on 
current  transit  riders  of  the  Levi  Strauss  move. 

The  above  mitigation  program  oriented  towards  current 
car  drivers  would  reduce  the  parking  demand  and  supply 
by  about  15  percent   (186  spaces) . 


188 


These  two  programs  could  be  implemented  independently,  as 
they  are  directed  toward  different  groups  of  people.  Parking 
demand  would  decrease  from  1,166  spaces  to  an  estimated  916 
spaces,  a  decrease  of  about  21%.     Traffic  volumes  on  adjacent 
streets  would  decrease  proportionately  to  the  parking  decreases 
of  about  21%.     A  further  reduction  in  parking  supply  of  about 
100  spaces  could  be  undertaken  on  the  basis  that  there  are 
about  100  spaces  available  in  area  parking  garages  (80—100 
spaces  in  the  Francisco  Bay  Garage  and  20—30  spaces  in  the 
One  Lombard  Street  Garage) . 

Among  other  potential  mitigation  measures  that  have  been 
suggested  is  the  proposed  light  rail  route  along  The  Embarcadero. 
^  A  light  rail  would  not  be  expected  to  represent  an  improvement 
for  this  project  over  the  three-to-five-minute  headway  on 
route  32  already  considered.     This  is  because  of  the  relatively 
short  travel  distance  on  the  proposed  light  rail  route  to 
the  project  site,  which  results  in  headways  being  more  important 
than  speed. 

A  more  aggressive  mitigation  program  would  be  for  the  project 
sponsor  to  reduce  the  proposed  parking  supply  by  a  greater 
number  of  spaces   (maybe  250  to  300) .     Such  an  action  would 
be  in  compliance  with  the  objectives  and  policies  stated 
in  the  Plan  for  the  Northeastern  Waterfront.     It  would,  however, 
increase  parking  costs  and  inconvenience  to  drivers  who  have 
no  convenient  alternative  to  the  automobile.     It  may  also 
be  against  the  economic  interests  of  the  project  sponsor. 

2 .      Measures  Designed  to  Mitigate  Traffic  Capacity  and  Safety 
Impacts 

Two  intersections  have  been  identified  in  the  transporta- 
tion impact  section  as  representing  potential  bottlenecks: 

■'"San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning,  The  Plan  for  the 
•  Northeastern  Waterfront,  adopted  by  the  City  Planning  Commission, 
19  January  1377,  Resolution  7643. 
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The  Sansome  and  Embarcadero  intersection,  which  could 
be  improved  by  widening  the  approach  width  on  Sansome 
and  adding  a  right-turn  lane  to  The  Embarcadero  south- 
bound. 

The  Battery  Street  approach  to  the  Battery  and  Broadway 
intersection,  which  could  be  improved  by  adding  a 
right-hand  lane  that  would  be  optional  for  through 
traffic  or  right  turns.     With  the  existing  design 
there  are  sometimes  three  vehicles  waiting  at  the 
intersection  side-by-side,  even  though  only  two  lanes 
exist.     By  eliminating  a  few  parking  spaces,  a  full 
lane  could  be  added  to  facilitate  both  right  turns 
and  through  movement. 

These  measures  would  generate  capacity  increases  in  the  range 
of  5  to  15%.     Such  changes  would  not  be  in  conformity  with 
Master  Plan  policies  to  encourage  the  use  of  public  transit 
because  they  would  encourage  the  use  of  the  private  car. 
Any  such  measure  would  require  approval  of  the  City  Traffic 
Engineer,  the  Director  of  Public  Works,  and  the  Board  of 
Supervisors.     Evaluation  of  compliance  with  the  Master  Plan 
by  the  Planning  Commission,  via  the  Master  Plan  Referral 
Process,  would  be  required  prior  to  Board  of  Supervisors 
action.     The  need  for  new  signals  and  signs  would  be  evaluated 
by  the  Department  of  Public  works.     Installation  would  be 
dependent  upon  placement  on  the  priority  list  for  such  instal- 
lations and  the  availability  of  funds.     The  City  could  require 
the  project  sponsor  to  pay  for  such  safety  devices  as  a  con- 
dition of  project  approval. 

To  minimize  the  potential  weaving  problems  caused  by  the 
vehicles  exiting  from  the  Block  F  garage  on  Sansome  and  trying 
to  turn  right  onto  Lombard,  vehicles  could  be  allowed  to 
exit  from  the  access  point  at  Greenwich  Street.     This  exit 
would  then  be  primarily  used  by  the  vehicles  driving  south- 
bound via  Greenwich  and  Battery.     This  mitigation  measure 
would  reduce  the  traffic  level  of  service  at  Sansome  and 
Greenwich  by  introducing  another  traffic  movement  at  this 
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intersection.     It  would  probably  require  signalizing  this 
intersection,   subject  to  City  approval  and  funding.     A  study 
of  the  requirements  for  signalizat ion  would  have  to  be  under- 
taken by  the  City  once  the  proposed  project  is  built. 

To  minimize  potential  safety  hazards  at  the  Greenwich  inter- 
sections with  Sansome  and  Battery,  stop  signs  could  be  installed 
by  the  City  on  Greenwich  at  both  intersections.  Special 
pedestrian  signals  could  be  installed  at  the  sponsor-proposed 
Filbert  Street  Plaza  pedestrian  crossings  of  Battery  Street 
and  Sansome  Streets.     These  could  either  be  pedestrian-actuated 
green/red  signals,  or  amber  signals  that  would  flash  during 
peak  hours. 

Signalization  and  safety  were  discussed  at  the  12  October 
1978,  San  Francisco  Interdepartmental  Staff  Committee  on 
Traffic  and  Transportation   (ISCOTT)  committee  meeting  and 
the  following  comments  were  made:l 

ISCOTT  did  not  oppose  the  proposal  for  No  Stopping  regula- 
tions on  both  sides  of  Union  Street  east  of  Sansome 
Street;  the  construction  of  a  six-foot  sidewalk  on  the 
north  side  of  Union  Street;  the  construction  of  a  walk- 
way on  the  south  side  of  Union  Street;  or  the  widening 
of  Union  Street  to  24  feet  to  allow  for  two-way  traffic. 

ISCOTT  agreed  that  if  Filbert  Street  is  vacated,  it 
would  be  desirable  to  provide  protection  such  as  traffic 
signals  for  midblock  crossing  of  Battery  Street  at  Filbert 
Street. 

ISCOTT  felt  that  traffic  controls  such  as  signals  at 
the  intersection  of  Sansome  and  Greenwich  Streets  might 
also  be  necessary  due  to  increases  in  pedestrian  crossings. 

ISCOTT  reviewed  the  proposed  location  of  garage  entrances 
and  exits  on  Lombard  and  Montgomery  Streets  and  did 
not  feel  that  they  would  be  a  problem. 


■•-Jeffrey  Lee,  Acting  Director  of  Public  Works,  personal 
communication  to  Don  L.  Wyler,  BJW  Associates,   1  November  1978. 
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3 .      Mitigation  of  Traffic  Impacts  on  Lombard  Street  and 
Montgomery  Street 

The  traffic  increases  on  Lombard  Street  between  Sansome 
and  Montgomery  Streets  could  be  reduced  by  either  decreasing 
the  parking  capacity  of  the  garages  served  from  Lombard  and 
Montgomery  Streets,  or  diverting  the  entering  and  exiting 
traffic  towards  other  access  points. 

The  number  of  traffic  conflicts  on  Montgomery  Street  could 
be  reduced  by  shifting  the  entrance  to  the  Block  G  garage 
onto  Chestnut  Street  or  by  having  a  second  access  point  on 
this  street.     The  additional  grading  and  excavating  required 
to  accomplish  this  measure  has  precluded  alternative  vehicular 
access  locations  by  the  project  sponsor. 

The  City  could  require  implementation  of  these  measures  as 
a  condition  of  project  approval. 
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VIII.     ALTERNATIVES  TO  THE  PROPOSED  PROJECT 


A.       NO-PROJECT  ALTERNATIVE 
1 .      Existing  Development 

If  the  Levi's  Plaza  development  were  not  built,  present  site 
uses  would  be  retained.     A  large  portion  of  the  project  site 
is  vacant  and  used  for  parking.     This  use  does  not  conform 
to  the  goals  of  the  Plan  for  the  Northern  Waterfront,  which 
recommends  activities  that  will  contribute  to  the  economic 
needs  of  the  City  and  encourages  a  mixture  of  land  uses. 
With  the  retention  of  existing  development,  none  of  the  impacts 
associated  with  the  proposed  project  would  be  exerted  on 
the  Northern  Waterfront  Planning  Area. 

The  no-project  alternative  would  hold  open  future  options  for 
development,  which  might  eliminate  the  possibility  that  the 
blocks  would  be  designed  as  a  single,  coordinated  development. 
Development  of  the  project  area  on  a  parcel-to-parcel  basis 
could  increase  the  difficulty  of  implementation  of  the  goals 
of  the  Northern  Waterfront  Plan.     Development  of  the  area 
as  a  whole,  on  the  other  hand,  would  permit  a  more  uniform 
and  coordinated  design.     The  proposed  project  permits  the 
Cargo  West  and  Italian  Swiss  Colony  buildings  to  be  retained, 
an  opportunity  which  could  be  lost  under  parcal-by-parcel 
development.     However,  under  parcel-by-parcel  development 
it  is  possible  that  additional  buildings  could  be  preserved. 

Deferment  of  development  could  give  time  for  emergence  of 
effective  societal  mechanisms  to  reduce  automobile  traffic 
so  that  when  development  occurred  less  space  would  have  to 
be  devoted  to  parking  and  lower  traffic  impacts  would  occur. 
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2.      Maximum  Permitted  Development 

Under  existing  zoning  codes,  development  could  be  more  intensive 
than  this  project  proposes.     Uses  would  have  to  conform  to 
the  City  and  Port  Plans,  and  would  probably  consist  of  commer- 
cial, industrial,  residential,  or  a  mixture  of  these  uses. 
The  Code  permits  development  of  a  floor-area  ratio  of  5.0 
to  1.0  on  each  of  the  lots  on  the  project  site,  as  well  as 
a  bonus  of  25%  for  that  portion  of  the  property  that 
qualifies  under  the  Code  as  a  corner  lot.     Under  these  regula- 
tions, approximately  2,330,000  square  feet  of  floor  area 
could  be  developed,  assuming  that  the  development  meets  all 
of  the  Code  restrictions  regarding  height  and  bulk.  Such 
development  would  contain  31%  more  floor  area  than  the  proposed 
Levi's  Plaza  project,  and  would  be  estimated  to  have  more 
impact  in  terms  of  traffic  generated,  number  of  employees,  and 
increased  noise  levels.     Should  the  area  be  developed  to  this 
level,   it  would  not  provide  open  space  as  proposed  in  the 
Levi's  Plaza  development. 


B.      USE  ALTERNATIVES 
1 .  Housing 

Housing  needs  for  San  Francisco  are  documented  in  the  Com- 
munity Development  Housing  Assistance  Plan  ,  which  indicates 
a  need  for  some  type  of  housing  assistance  for  82,500  house- 
holds.    Table  19  shows  type  of  housing  assistance  by  type 
of  household. 

The  categories  in  which  housing  assistance  is  needed  include: 
households  now  paying  more  than  25%  of  their  income  for  rent; 
households  residing  in  substandard  housing;  housing  units 
defined  as  overcrowded   (having  more  than  one  person  per  room 


Mayor's  Office  of  Community  Development,  Community 
Development  Program  and  Housing  Assistance  Plan,  San  Francisco, 
August  1977. 
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•  TABLE  19 


Housing  Assistance  Needs  of  Lower-Income  Households 


Elderly  and 
Total  Handicapped 


Family 
(4  persons 
or  less) 


Large  Family 
(5  persons 
or  more) 


White 
Owners 
Renters 


500 
47,100 
47  ,600 


400 
20,700 
21,100 


100 
25,600 
25,700 


20 

760 


780 


Black 
Owners 
Renters 


200 
12 ,200 
12,400 


20 
2,000 
2,020 


50 
8,180 
8,230 


120 
1,990 
2,110 


Spanish-American 
Owners 
Renters 


270 
8,350 
8,620 


40 
1,720 
1,760 


50 
5  ,150 
5,200 


190 
1,480 
1,670 


Asian  &  Others 
Owners 
Renters 


340 
9,680 
10,020 


20 
2  ,060 
2,080 


60 
5,840 
5,900 


260 
1,790 
2,050 


Total 
Owners 
Renters 


1,300 
77,300 
78,600 


400 
26  ,500 
26,900 


300 
44,800 
45,100 


590 
6,020 
6,610 


Estimated 

Displacement" 

Expected  to 
Reside^ 


360 


115 


205 


44 


3,460   0  3,460   0 

82,460  27,000  48,760  6,650 

Totals  (#  of  units 
needing  some  type 
of  housing  assistance) . 

Source:     Community  Development  Program  and  Housing  Assistance 
Plan  ,  1978 

■''Model  Cities  Redevelopment,  and  Sewage  Treatment  Plant. 

^An  estimate  by  the  Mayor's  Office  of  Community  Develop- 
ment of  lower  income  households,  mostly  minority  households, 
migrating  to  San  Francisco.     Includes  2,560  households  employed 
in  San  Francisco  and  commuting,  as  estimated  by  HUD. 
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in  a  dwelling  unit) ;  housing  inaccessible  to  handicapped 
individuals  who  are  capable  of  residing  alone  but  cannot 
find  suitable  housing;  and  families  displaced  by  government 
action. 

Members  of  the  Chinatown  Coalition  for  Better  Housing  have 
expressed  concern  about  the  need  for  low-  and  moderate-income 
housing  in  Chinatown  and  the  adjacent  areas  of  San  Francisco."'" 

The  Telegraph  Landing  condominium  development  fronting  Lombard 

Street  was  to  include  approximately  600  units  of  housing 

on  three  city  blocks,  but  only  the  first  phase   (189  residential 

units)  was  actually  constructed.     No  expansion  of  the  Telegraph 

2 

Landing  development  is  now  planned. 

Recognizing  the  need  for  additional  housing  in  this  area, 

the  sponsor  plans  to  produce  approximately  370  additional 

market-rate  residential  units  in  the  Block  F  and  Block  G 

portions  of  the  proposed  project  as  discussed.     These  units, 

together  with  the  189  condominium  units  at  Telegraph  Landing, 

#  would  produce  an  approximate  total  of  559  units,  41  short  of 

the  600  originally  planned  for  this  area.     The  alternative 

of  providing  low-  and  moderate-income  housing  was  considered 

for  the  proposed  project;  however,  a  report  prepared  for  the 

3 

City  by  Gruen  Gruen  +  Associates     states  that  construction 
costs  are  high  enough  at  this  time  in  San  Francisco  to  preclude 


Phil  Chin,  Staff  Person,  Chinatown  Coalition  for  Better 
Housing,  personal  communication,   17  August  1977. 

2 

Jim  Hancock,  Regional  Manager,  Real  Estate  Division, 
Travelers  Insurance  Company,   telephone  communication, 
29  October  1977. 

3 

Gruen  Gruen  +  Associates,  Analysis  of  the  Economic 
Impacts  of  the  Proposed  Change  in  San  Francisco  Zoning, 
17  December  1976.     Available  for  public  review  at  the  Depart- 
ment of  City  Planning  Office  at  45  Hyde  Street. 
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the  possibility  of  the  development  of  market  housing  that  can  be 
offered  for  rent  or  sale  to  moderate-income  households.  The 
report  concludes  that  the  market  is  not  likely  to  produce 
new  housing  for  moderate-income  families,  regardless  of  what 
zoning  policy  is  adopted  by  the  City  of  San  Francisco.  One 
can  conclude,  therefore,  that  due  to  construction  costs,  the 
project  would  not  provide  low-cost  housing  even  if  it  were 
developed  totally  as  housing. 

The  sponsor-developer  is  aware  of  the  community  concerns 
and  has  designated  potential  in-lieu  housing  sites  at  the 
northwest  and  southwest  corners  of  Francisco  and  Kearny 
Streets.     A  three-story  warehouse  on  that  property  may  be 
retained.     Discussions  at  this  time  are  in  the  conceptual 
stage.     BJW  Associates  has  discussed  housing  for  the  sites 
with  various  City  departments  and  with  the  Chinatown  Coalition 
for  Better  Housing.     It  is  investigating  possible  funding 
mechanisms  for  development  of  250  low-  and  moderate-income 
housing  units. "''    Sponsor-developer  options  to  purchase  this 
property  extend  into  mid-1979. 

2 .       Historic  Buildings 

a.      Retain  No  Existing  buildings  in  the  Project  Area 

In  this  design  alternative,  all  existing  buildings  within 
the  project  area  would  be  razed.     Demolition  of  the  Italian 
Swiss  Colony  Building,  designated  as  a  landmark  by  the  Landmarks 
Preservation  Advisory  Board,  City  Planning  Commission,  and 
Board  of  Supervisors   (see  Section  III,  Environmental  Setting, 


Don  Wyler,  BJW  Associates,  Project  Manager,  telephone 
communication,   29  October  1977. 
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Subsection  K.3.,  Historical  and  Archaeological  Resources), 
would  be  delayed  up  to  one  year  because  of  its  landmark  status.^ 
The  Cargo  West  building  would  also  be  demolished.     Both  buildings 
have  been  recognized  by  the  project  proponents  and  others 
for  their  architectural  and  historical  significance. 

b.       Retain  All  Historic  Buildings  in  the  Project  Area 

Those  buildings  noted  for  their  architectural  and  historical 
significance  would  continue  to  lend  the  area  the  scale  and 
character  of  a  warehouse  district.     In  this  alternative  the 
Vorpal  Galleries  and  the  Sperry-Abbot  buildings  would  be 
retained  and  redesign  of  the  4-story  office  building  proposed 
for  Block  C  would  occur.     This  change  in  design  would  result 
in  less  visual  design  integration  of  the  project  and  in  a 
loss  of  office  space  and  related  income  to  project  sponsor. 
A  decrease  in  the  sense  of  integrated  design  could  result 
in  a  decrease  in  economic  viability  of  the  project  as  a  whole. 

3 .     Open  Space 

Consistent  with  San  Francisco's  parkway  improvement  plans 
for  The  Embarcadero,   the  project  sponsors  have  expressed 
interest  in  including  additional  land  within  the  proposed 
park  on  Block  D.     The  Port  of  San  Francisco's  triangular 
Seawall  Lot  319  bordered  by  Greenwich,  Battery,  and  The  Embar- 
cadero,  and  triangular  Seawall  Lot  320  bordered  by  Union, 
Front,  and  The  Embarcadero  could  be  developed  as  extensions 
of  the  proposed  park   (see  Figure  3,  page  19). 


"""Kosrof  Chantikian,  former  staff  of  Landmarks  Board,  San 
Francisco  Planning  Department,   telephone  conversation,   25  October 
1977. 
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This  would  be  consistent  with  the  Embarcadero  Improvements 
Plan  which  calls  for  the  closing  of  Greenwich  Street  at  its 
intersection  with  The  Embarcadero  and  the  closing  of  Front 
Street  from  Union  Street  to  The  Embarcadero.     The  intent 
of  the  project's  sponsors  is  to  include  both  Seawall  Lots 
in  the  project  at  a  future  point  in  time  after  the  necessary 
approvals  are  secured  from  the  City  and  Port  of  San  Francisco. 
Seawall  Lots  319  and  320  are  not  part  of  the  current  project 
construction  proposal. 

4 .     Alternative  with  Fewer  Parking  Spaces 

As  indicated  in  Section  VII. I. 11,  a  reduction  in  parking  supply 
would  mitigate  the  estimated  traffic  impacts.     If  the  pre- 
viously described  transit,  bicycle,  ride-sharing,  and  parking 
measures  were  implemented,  the  parking  demand  would  decrease 
by  about  21%- and  generate  about  21%  less  traffic.     This  would 
represent  an  estimated  decrease  of  about  700  daily  vehicle 
trips.     It  would  require  shorter  bus  headways  and  a  capacity 
increase  on  MUNI  routes  15/42  and  32,  which  would  require 
additional  annual  operating  funds  and  capital  costs  for  MUNI. 
It  would  also  require  that  the  future  tenants  of  Levi's  Plaza 
organize  a  carpool  and  van-pool  program.     The  conditions 
required  for  this  alternative  are  further  described  in  Section 
VII. I. 1. 

A  project  alternative  with  916  parking  spaces,   instead  of 
the  originally  proposed  1,135  spaces,  would  reduce  the  supply 
of  long-term  parking  spaces.     If  the  parking  space  decrease 
were  applied  to  the  garage  on  Block  F,  the  negative  traffic 
impacts  projected  along  Sansome  Street  would  be  reduced  by 
about  25  to  30%. 

Other  alternatives  with  fewer  parking  spaces  would  decrease 
traffic  impacts  proportionately  to  the  reduction  in  parking, 
and  the  development  and  funding  requirements  for  alternative 
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travel  modes  would  increase  proportionately.     Parking  reductions 
may  increase  competition  for  available  parking  space  and 
encourage  parking  on  Telegraph  Hill  and  adjacent  residential 
areas  if  parking  is  unavailable  at  the  project  site.  This 
would  be  limited  by  the  Preferential  Parking  program  currently 
in  use. 

5 .     Dispersed  Parking  Alternative 

a.     Traffic  Impacts  of  Dispersed  Parking  Alternatives 

Because  of  the  one-way  pattern  of  Sansome  and  Battery  Streets, 
traffic  volumes  along  Sansome  and  Battery  generated  by  parking 
facilities  dispersed  under  Blocks  A,  B,  C  and  D  would  be 
^  the  same  as  for  the  proposed  project  where  parking  is  concen- 
trated under  Blocks  A  and  F.     The  only  potential  exception 
is  northbound  traffic  leaving  Block  C  that  could  be  shifted 
from  Sansome  Street  to  Front  Street  if  an  exit  point  would 
be  provided  from  Block  C  onto  Front  street  and  if  Front  Street 
would  connect  into  The  Embarcadero. 

Two  additional  criteria  of  comparison  for  the  two  parking 
schemes  are  the  entrance  and  exit  capacities  and  the  number 
^  of  conflict  points  between  the  garage  traffic  movements  and 
the  street  traffic  movements,  generated  by  each  scheme. 

Both  parking  schemes  would  have  more  than  adequate  entrance 
and  exit  capacities.     Assuming  that  the  dispersed  parking 
alternative  would  have  one  access  point  for  Blocks  A,  B, 
C  and  D  each,  and  that  it  would  not  have  a  direct  exit  onto 
•  Sansome  Street,   it  would  have  two  more  access  points  and 
seven  more  conflict  points  than  the  proposed  project.  The 
relatively  high  number  of  conflict  points  of  the  dispersed 
parking  alternative  is  due  to  the  fact  that  the  additional 
garage  driveways  are  located  on  two-way  streets  where  there 
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are  four  conflict  points  for  the  entering  and  exiting  move- 
ments.    The  movements  in  and  out  of  the  garages  under  Blocks  A, 
B,  C  and  D  could  potentially  be  in  conflict  with  the  loading, 
unloading  and  delivery  activities  along  these  side  streets. 
The  most  important  advantage  of  the  proposed  project  as  com- 
pared to  the  dispersed  parking  alternative  is  the  fact  that 
most  vehicles  would  enter  or  exit  through  a  signalized  inter- 
section (Greenwich  and  Sansome)  which  reduces  the  number 
of  conflicts  by  separating  the  different  traffic  movements. 
This  would  provide  for  a  more  orderly  and  safer  traffic  flow. 

Average  walking  distances  between  the  garage  and  the  final 
destinations  would  be  shorter  under  the  dispersed  parking 
alternative  than  under  the  proposed  central  parking  facility 
on  Block  F.     This  convenience  factor  for  car  drivers  is  con- 
trary to  current  objectives  and  efforts  to  shift  to  other 
travelmodes . 

b.  Effects  of  Dispersed  Parking  Alternative  on  Air  Quality 

Dispersing  parking  wouuld  have  no  effect  on  regional  impacts, 
but  could  change  impacts  locally.     In  general,  dispersion 
of  pollutant  sources  results  in  lower  peak  values  of  local 
pollutants,  such  as  carbon  monoxide.     Because  dispersed  parking 
generally  would  not  affect  traffic  volumes,  curbside  con- 
centrations would  not  change. 

c.  Economic  Impacts  of  Dispersed  Parking  Alternative 

The  cost  of  constructing  subterranean  parking  under  Blocks  B, 
C  and  D  in  lieu  of  the  parking  podium  on  Block  F  would  cost 
approximately  2  1/2-3  times  as  much  as  the  cost  of  construc- 
ting the  planned  podium  garage  on  Block  F.     The  added  cost 
burden  this  imposes  on  the  project  is  estimated  by  the  project 
sponsor  at  $4,000,000.     This  additional  cost  would  preclude 
the  construction  of  Levi's  Plaza. 


•  199a 


6 .     Condominium  Construction  Phasing  Alternative 


The  proposed  phasing  of  the  various  elements  of  the  project 
is  outlined  in  Section  I.3.C,  Project  Scheduling  and  Cost, 
on  page  16.     The  sponsor  has  stated  that,  dependent  upon 
the  success  of  the  planned  condominium  preconstruction  sales 
program,   it  may  be  possible  to  construct  Block  F  in  its  en- 
tirety in  the  initial  construction  phase. 
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IX.     THE  RELATIONSHIP  BETWEEN  SHORT-TERM  USES  OF  THE 
ENVIRONMENT  AND  LONG-TERM  PRODUCTIVITY 


Long-term  productivity  can  be  related  to  the  proposed  project's 
characteristics  and  features.     The  project's  economic  productivity 
would  be  determined  by  its  financial  return  to  the  City  of 
San  Francisco  and  the  money  which  would  be  spent  in  the  City 
by  those  who  would  work  and  live  at  Levi's  Plaza. 

The  project  would  be  a  long-term  use,  estimated  at  50  years 
or  more,  covering  the  activities  of  several  generations. 
In  this  time  period,  other  options  for  land  use  on  parcels 
the  project  would  occupy  would  be  precluded,  because  the 
land-use  mixture  proposed  would  likely  remain  stable  unless 
financial  imbalances  within  the  regional  economy  occur. 
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X.      IRREVERSIBLE  ENVIRONMENTAL  CHANGES  THAT  WOULD 
OCCUR  FROM  IMPLEMENTATION 
OF  THE  PROPOSED  PROJECT 


Changes  in  productivity,  land  use,  and  visual  character 

of  the  project  area  would  be  long-term,  yet  reversible. 

The  irreversible  environmental  changes  which  would  take  place 

are  the  commitment  of  non-renewable  energy  resources  and 

of  non-recyclable   (by  present  technology)  material  resources 

used  for  the  construction  and  operation  of  the  proposed  projec 

The  loss  of  architecturally  and  historically  noted  buildings, 

particularly  on  Block  C,  would  be  irreversible. 
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319  Eleventh  Street 
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Project  Manager:     Ted  Adams 

With:     Charles  M.  Salter,  Consultants  in  Acoustics 

Alan  M.  Voorhees  &  Associates,   Inc.,  transportation 
consultants,  Berkeley,  California 

Project  Sponsor 
BJW,  Associates 
1300  Sansome  Street 
San  Francisco,  California  94111 
(415)  391-1313 
Mr.  Don  Wyler 

Project  Architects 
HOK  Associates 
1  Lombard  Street 

San  Francisco,  California  94111 
(415)  986-4275 
Mr.  Bill  Valentine 

Gensler  &  Associates/Howard  Friedman  &  Associates 
248  Battery  Street 
San  Francisco,  California  94111 
(415)  433-3700 
Mr.  Hal  Edelstein 

Wurster,  Bernardi  &  Emmons 
1620  Montgomery  Street 
San  Francisco,  California  94111 
(415)  397-6544 
Mr.   Ralph  Butterfield 
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Project  Consulting  Engineers 
Stolte,  Inc. 
8451  San  Leandro  Street 
Oakland,  California  94621 
(415)  562-4611 
Philip  Chestnutt,  C009826 

The  Engineering  Enterprise 
620  Bancroft  Way 
Berkeley,  California  94710 
(415)  841-9301 
Chuck  Shalley,  7992 

Vann  Engineering 
1080  Carol  Lane 
Lafayette,  California  94549 
(415)  284-7171 
Mike  Cory,  M013497 


B.       CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 

Department  of  Public  Works,  Bureau  of  Sanitary  Engineering 
770  Golden  Gate  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  California  94102 
(415)  558-3671 
Harold  Coffee,  C013856 
Mervin  Francies 
Nate  Lee 

Department  of  Public  Works,  Bureau  of  Engineering 
General  Engineering  Division 
45  Hyde  Street 

San  Francisco,  California  94102 
(415)  558-4415 

Cormac  J.  Brady,  Senior  Mechanical  Engineer,  M011842 

Division  of  Traffic  Engineering 

460  McAllister  Street 

San  Francisco,  California  94102 

(415)  558-3371 

Scott  Shoaf,  C017656 

Department  of  City  Planning 
Landmarks  Advisory  Preservation  Board 
100  Larkin  Street 
San  Francisco,  California  94102 
(415)  558-3056 
Mrs.  G.  Bland  Piatt 
Ed  Michael 
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Unified  School  District 


135  Van  Ness  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  California  94102 

(415)  565-9000 

James  Casassa,  School  Operations  Division 

Wastewater  Management  Program 
150  Hayes  Street 

San  Francisco,  California  94102 
(415)  431-9430 

Linda  Ferbert,  former  Deputy  Manager 

Water  Department 
Distribution  Division 
425  Mason  Street 

San  Francisco,  California  94102 
(415)  558-4986 

John  Kenck,  Manager,  C17471 
Nellie  Vernon 

Fire  Department 

260  Golden  Gate  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  California  94102 

(415)  861-8000 

Robert  E.  Rose,  Chief,  Division  of  Planning  and  Research 

Municipal  Railway 

949  Presidio  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  California  94115 

(415)  558-5284 

Thomas  Matoff,  Acting  Director  of  PLanning 
Luther  Freeman 
Angelo  Figone 


C.        STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA 

California  Public  Utilities  Commission 

Conservation  Division 

350  McAllister  Street 

San  Francisco,  California  94102 

(415)  557-2525 

George  Amaroli 


D.  OTHER 

Chinatown  Coalition  for  Better  Housing 

920  Sacramento  Street 

San  Francisco,  California  94108 

(415)  621-9712 

Phil  Chin 
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Cleveland  Wrecking  Company 

2670  Third  Street 

San  Francisco,  California  94107 

(415)  824-1411 

Chuck  Duncan 

Pacific  Gas  and  Electric  Company 

Customer  Service  Department 

245  Market  Street 

San  Francisco,  California  94105 

(415)  781-4211 

Hank  Shermund 

Pacific  Telephone  and  Telegraph  Company 
140  New  Montgomery  Street 
San  Francisco,  California  94105 
(415)  421-9000 

R.J.  Teglia,  District  Manager,  Engineering 

Telegraph  Hill  Dwellers  Association 

200  Francisco  Street 

San  Francisco,  California  94133 

(415)  455-7603 

Anne  Halsted,  Chairperson 

Telegraph  Landing 

150  Lombard  Street 

San  Francisco,  California  94111 

(415)  788-4488 

Robert  Kilbride,  Manager 

Telegraph  Landing  Homeowners'  Association 

150  Lombard  Street 

San  Francisco,  California  94111 

(415)  545-3377 

Del  Casebolt,  Chairman 

The  Travelers  Insurance  Company 
550  California  Street 
San  Francisco,  California  94104 
(415)  983-6043 

Mr.  James  Hancock,  Regional  Manager 

Mr.  and  Mrs.  Desmond  Heslet 
235  Greenwich  Street 
San  Francisco,  California  94133 
(415)  362-3005 
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XII.     DISTRIBUTION  LIST 


FEDERAL  AND  STATE  AGENCIES 

Air  Resources  Board 
1709  Eleventh  Street 
Sacramento,  CA  95814 
Attn:     William  Lockett 


REGIONAL  AGENCIES  (continued) 

Metropolitan  Transportation 

Commission 
Hotel  Claremont 
Berkeley,  CA  94705 


State  Office  of  Historic 

Preservation  (2) 
P.  0.  Box  2390 
Sacramento,  CA  95811 
Attn:     Eugene  Itogawa 

State  Office  of  Intergovern- 
mental Management  (15) 
State  Clearinghouse 
1400  Tenth  Street 
Sacramento,  CA  95814 


REGIONAL  AGENCIES 

Association  of  Bay  Area 

Governments 
Hotel  Claremont 
Berkeley,  CA  94705 

Bay  Area  Air  Quality 

Maintenance  District 
939  Ellis  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94109 
Attn:     Ralph  Meade 

Bay  Area  Rapid  Transit  District 
800  Madison  Street 
Oakland,  CA  94607 

Golden  Gate  Bridge  Highway  and 

Transportation  District 
P.  0.  Box  9000,  Presidio  Station 
San  Francisco,  CA  94129 


San  Mateo  County  Transit  District 
400  South  El  Camino 
San  Mateo,  CA  94402 


CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 

Mayor  Dianne  Feinstein 
City  Hall 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Roger  Boas 

Chief  Administrative  Officer 

289  City  Hall 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Mr.  Stan  Yee 

c/o  Supervisor  Molinari 

City  Hall,  Room  235 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

San  Francisco  Planning  Commission 

100  Larkin  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Toby  Rosenblatt 

Charles  Starbuck 

Ina  Dearman 

Susan  Bierman 

Thomas  Miller 

Yoshio  Nakashima 

John  Wentz 

Thomas  Matoff 
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•  CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN 
FRANCISCO  (continued) 


CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN 
FRANCISCO  (continued) 


Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory 

Board 
100  Larkin  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Mrs.  G.  Bland  Piatt 

James  T.  Ream 

Elizabeth  de  Losada 

Sally  B.  Famarin 

Jean  E.  Kortum 

Stewart  Morton 

Albert  Lanier 

Larry  Cannon 

Philip  Choy 

Patrick  McGrew 

San  Francisco  Department  of 

Public  Works 
City  Hall,  Room  359 
San  Francisco,  CA    94102  • 
Attn:     Jeffrey  Lee, 

Acting  Director  of 
Public  Works 

Bureau  of  Building  Inspection 
450  McAllister  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Attn:     Robert  Levy, 

Superintendent 

Bureau  of  Sanitary  Engineering 
770  Golden  Gate  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Attn:     Thomas  Landers, 

Managing  Engineer, 

Wastewater 


San  Francisco  Fire  Department 
260  Golden  Gate  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Attn:     Robert  Rose,  Chief, 

Division  of  Planning 

&  Research 

San  Francisco  Police  Department 
850  Bryant  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 
Attn:     Charles  Gain,  Chief 

San  Francisco  Port  Commission 
Ferry  Building 
San  Francisco,  CA  94111 
Attn:     Jim  Reed 


BUSINESSES 

Pacific  Gas  and  Electric 

Company 
Customer  Service  Department 
245  Market  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94105 
Attn:     Hank  Shermund 

Pacific  Telephone  and 

Telegraph  Company 
140  New  Montgomery  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94105 
Attn:     R.J.  Teglia,  District 
Manager,  Engineering 

The  Travelers  Insurance 

Company 
550  California  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94104 
Attn:     James  Hancock, 

Regional  Manager 


Water  Department 
Distribution  Division 
425  Mason  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Attn:     John  Kenck, 


Manager  HOK  Associates 

Nellie  Vernon  1  Lombard  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94111 
Unified  School  District  Attn:     Bill  Valentine 

135  Van  Ness  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Attn:     James  Casassa,  School 
Ooerations  Division 
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•  BUSINESSES  (continued) 


BUSINESSES  (continued) 


Gensler  &  Associates/Howard 

Friedman  &  Associates 
248  Battery  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94111 
Attn:     Hal  Edelstein 

Wurster,  Bernardi  &  Emmons 
1620  Montgomery  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94111 
Attn:     Ralph  Butterfield 

Dames  &  Moore 

500  Sansome  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94111 

Attn:     Eric  J.  McHuron 

Guilfoyle  &  Dole 
100  Pine  Street,  Suite  3300 
San  Francisco,  CA  94111 
Attn:     Richard  Dole 

Stolte,  Inc. 
8451  San  Leandro  Street 
Oakland,  CA  94621 
Attn:     Phil  Chesnutt 

The  Engineering  Enterprise 
620  Bancroft  Way 
Berkeley,  CA  94710 
Attn:     Chuck  Shalley 

Vann  Engineering 
1080  Carol  Lane 
Lafayette,  CA  94549 
Attn:     Mike  Cory 

BJW,  Associates 
1300  Sansome  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94111 
Attn:  Don  Wyler 

Pillsbury,  Madison  &  Sutro 

225  Bush  Street 

P.O.  Box  7880 

San  Francisco,  CA  94120 

Attn:     Roland  W.  Selman 


Mildred  Pierce's 
1300  Battery  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94111 
Attn:     Ron  Vehlow 

Three  Embarcadero  Center 
Room  2360 

San  Francisco,  CA  94111 
Attn:     James  R.  Bronkema, 
Executive  Director 

Ice  House 

151  Union  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94111 

Attn:     Don  Barry 


•  GROUPS  AND  INDIVIDUALS 

Telegraph  Landing  Homeowners' 

Association  (15) 
150  Lombard  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94111 
Attn:     Susan  Selman,  Chairwoman 

Telegraph  Hill  Dwellers 

Association 
200  Francisco  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94133 
Attn:     Anne  Halsted,  President 

Friends  of  the  Earth 
124  Spear  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94105 
Attn:     Connie  Parrish 

Northern  California  Chapter,  AIA 

790  Market  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

San  Francisco  Junior  Chamber 

of  Commerce 
270  Sutter  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94108 

San  Francisco  Chamber  of  Commerce 
400  Montgomery  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
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GROUPS  AND  INDIVIDUALS 
(continued) 

The  Foundation  for  San  Fran- 
cisco's Architectural  Heritage 
2007  Franklin  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94109 
Attn:     Robert  Berner, 

Executive  Director 

Sansome  Street  Association 
152  Lombard  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94111 
Attn:     Robin  Corkery 

San  Francisco  Planning 

and  Urban  Renewal  Association 
126  Post  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94109 
Attn:     John  H.  Jacobs, 

Executive  Director 

Chinatown  Coalition  for 

Better  Housing 
920  Sacramento  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94108 
Attn:     Phil  Chin 

Sierra  Club 

530  Bush  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94108 

Attn:     Becky  Evans 

Mr.  D.F.  Baker 

150  Lonbard  Street,  #403 

San  Francisco,  CA  94111 

Mr.  Leo  Barker 

644  Clayton  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94117 

Ms.  Jeanne  Bauman 

152  Lombard  Street,  #403 

San  Francisco,  CA  94111 

Mr.  John  Brander 

3555  Broderick  Street,  #403 

San  Francisco,  CA  94111 


GROUPS  AND  INDIVIDUALS 
(continued) 

Ms.  Barbara  Brown 
c/o  Municipal  Railway 
949  Presidio  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94115 

Mr.  D.R.  Casebolt 

152  Lombard  Street,  #408 

San  Francisco,  CA  94111 

Mr .  Tom  Dewar 

2612  Santa  Clara,  #C 

Alameda,  CA  94501 

Mr.  David  Dibble 

28  Alta  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94133 

Mr.  and  Mrs.  Dwight  Fitterer 
154  Lombard  Street,  #44 
San  Francisco,  CA  94111 

Mr.  Bob  Fogel 

224  Filbert  Steps 

San  Francisco,  CA  94133 

Mr.  Thomas  Guilfoy 
2802  Hillside  Drive 
Burlingame,  CA  94010 

Mr.  R.D.  Haile 

150  Lombard  Street,  #401 

San  Francisco,  CA  94111 

Ms.  Anne  Halsted 

1308  Montgomery  Street,  #2 

San  Francisco,  CA  94133 

Mr.  and  Mrs.  Desmond  Heslet 
235  Greenwich  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94133 

Ms.  Ann  Hofstader 

633  Battery  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94111 
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GROUPS  AND  INDIVIDUALS 
(continued) 

Mr.  John  Holmes 

400  Union  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94133 

Mr.  Harold  Jaffe 

231  Greenwich  Street,  #2 

San  Francisco,  CA  94133 


GROUPS  AND  INDIVIDUALS 
(continued) 

Mrs.  W.A.  Peralto 

2174  -  18th  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  CA  94116 

Mr.  Robert  Ransom 

24  Alta  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94133 


Chris  Klein 
c/o  A.J.  Rider,  M.D. 
350  Parnassus  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94117 

Mr.  John  Mackay 

150  Lombard  Street,  #605 

San  Francisco,  CA  94111 

Mr.  Harold  Major 
18  Bartol  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94133 


Mr.  Ken  Maley 
62  Alta  Street 
San  Francisco, 


CA  94133 


Mr.  H.P.  Marohl 

150  Lombard  Street,  #209 

San  Francisco,  CA  94111 

Mr.  Milton  Maybruck 
44  Montgomery  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94104 


Mr.  Richard  McKee 
4417  -  18th  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA 


Mr . 

151 
San 

Mr . 

263 
San 


Richard  Miller 
Union  Street 
Francisco,  CA 


94114 


94111 


David  Myrick 
Filbert  Street 
Francisco,  CA  94133 


Ms.  Rhoda  Parks 
25  Napier  Lane 
San  Francisco,  CA 


94133 


Ms.  Helen  Reilly 

152  Lombard  Street,  #209 

San  Francisco,  CA  94111 

Mr.  Gary  Rossiter 

152  Lombard  Street,  #509 

San  Francisco,  CA  94111 

Mr.  Nathan  Roth 

466  Filbert  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94133 

Mr .  Richard  Rothman 
1495  Wallace  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94124 

Mr.  Drake  Smith 

1177  California  Street,  #5C 

San  Francisco,  CA  94108 

Mr.  Bert  Tonkin 

266  Lombard  Street,  #408 

San  Francisco,  CA  94111 

Mr.  Fred  Walther 

62  Allston  Way 

San  Francisco,  CA  94127 

Mr.  Lawrence  L.  Wild 
154  Lombard  Street,  #54 
San  Francisco,  CA  94111 

Mr.  B.J.  Woll 

150  Lombard  Street,  #408 

San  Francisco,  CA  94111 

Mr .  Howard  Wong 

128  Vareness  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94133 
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MEDIA 


LIBRARIES  (continued) 


KyiiU  Television  atudio 

500  Eighth  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94103 


Hastings  college  ot  tne 
198  McAllister  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


San  Francisco  Bay  Guardian 
Patrick  Douglas,  City  Editor 
2700  19th  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94110 

San  Francisco  Chronicle 

Dale  Champion 

925  Mission  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

San  Francisco  Examiner 

Don  Cantor  and  Gerald  Adams 

110  Fifth  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

San  Francisco  Progress  (2) 
Dan  Borsuk,  Lisa  Charrel 
851  Howard  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

The  Sun  Reporter 
1366  Turk  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94115 


LIBRARIES 

Documents  Department 
City  Library  -  Civic  Center 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Attn:     Faith  Van  Liere 

Environmental  Protection  Agency 

Library 
215  Fremont  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94105 
Attn:     Jean  Circiello 

Government  Documents  Station 
Stanford  University 
Stanford,  CA  94305 

Government  Publications  Department 
San  Francisco  State  University 
1630  Holloway  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94132 
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San  Francisco,  California  94111 
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SITE  NOISE  EXPOSURE  SURVEY 


To  determine  the  existing  noise  environment  in  the  project 
site  area,  noise  measurements  were  made  at  three  locations 
on  10-11  August  1977.     The  measurement  locations  are  shown 
in  Figure  28,  page  66,  of  Secton  II.  A.   7,  Environmental 
Setting,  and  are  further  described  below. 

Site  1  was  located  in  the  parking  lot  between  the  Embarca- 
dero  and  Battery,  and  Filbert  and  Greenwich,     This  site  was 
located  100'  from  the  centerline  of  the  near  lane  of  the 
Embarcadero  and  90'  from  the  centerline  of  the  near  lane 
of  Filbert  Street. 

Site  2  was  located  on  the  west  side  of  Sansome  Street,  between 
Lombard  and  Greenwich.     This  site  was  located  35'   from  the 
near  lane  of  Sansome  Street  and  125'   south  of  Lombard. 

Site  3  was  located  on  the  Greenwich  steps,  approximately 
250'  west  of  Sansome  Street. 

The  three  sites  were  chosen  to  represent  the  noise  environ- 
ment throughout  the  project  area.     Noise  levels  at  Site  1 
are  typical  of  the  present  noise  environment  in  the  proposed 
park  between  Battery  Street  and  Embarcadero,  and  also  repre- 
sent the  present  noise  environment  where  the  proposed  office 
building  would  be  located  between  Battery  and  Front  Streets. 
Sound  Levels  at  Site  2  typify  the  present  noise  environment 
along  Sansome  Street  where  there  are  existing  apartments 
and  where  proposed  offices  and  apartments  would  be  located. 
Site  3  is  representative  of  the  present  noise  environment 
of  residential  areas  on  Telegraph  Hill  closest  to  the  project. 
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The  noise  data  were  obtained  by  recording  noise  levels  on 
a  Sony  TC-153SD  cassette  recorder.     The  input  device  was 
a  Bruel  &  Kjaer    (B&K)   2219  Sound  Level  Meter.     Both  units 
were  calibrated  with  a  B&K  Type  4230  Calibrator  before  and 
after  the  measurements.     To  analyze  the  data,  the  recorded 
information  was  played  back  through  a  B&K  4426  Noise  Analyzer, 
from  which  the  L^^  and  percentile  levels   (L-^Qf  ^50'  stc.) 
can  be  read  directly. 

Weather  conditions  during  the  measurements  were  over-cast 
and  calm,  and  the  temperature  ranged  from  50°  to  55°F  during 
all  measurement  periods.     Each  site  was  monitored  for  15 
minutes  during  each  of  three  time  periods:   7-9  a.m.,  4-6 
p.m.,   and  5-7  a.m.     The  results  of  the  survey,  including 
comments  on  the  predominant  noise  sources  during  the  measure- 
ment period,  are  summarized  in  Table  5  page  68. 


Glossary 

A  WEIGHTED  SOUND  LEVEL    (dBA) ;     A  unit  of  loudness  corrected 
for  the  variation  in  sound-frequency  response  of  the  typical 
human  ear  at  commonly  encountered  noise  levels. 

L^^:     The  descriptor  established  by  the  U.S.  Environmental 
Protection  Agency  to  describe  the  average  day-night  level 
with  a  weighting  applied  to  noise  occuring  during  the  night- 
time hours   (10  p.m.  -  7  a.m.)    to  account  for  the  increased 
sensitivity  of  people  during  sleeping  hours. 

L^^:     The  equivalent  steady-state  sound  level  which  in  a 
stated  period  of  time  would  contain  the  same  acoustic  energy 
as  the  time-varying  sound  level  during  the  same  time  period. 
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Lj^q!     The  A-weighted  sound  level  exceeded  10  percent  of 
the  time.     L^q  represents  the  "average  peak"  level  caused 
by  nearby  sources  of  short  duration. 

L^q:  The  A-weighted  sound  level  in  decibels  exceeded  50 
percent  of  the  time.  L^q  represents  the  "average"  sound 
level 

L^q:     The  A-weighted  sound  level  in  decibels  exceeded  90 
percent  of  the  time.     L^^  represents  a  good  estimate  of  the 
background  sound  level. 
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Note:       Copies  of  Appendix  B,  Levi's  Plaza,  Report  on  His- 
torical and  Archaeological  Resources,  are  available 
for  review  by  interested  readers  at  the  San  Francisco 
Department  of  City  Planning,  Office  of  Environmental 
Review,   45  Hyde  Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102. 
Telephone   (415)  552-1134. 
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APPENDIX  C 


PROJECTED  REVENUES  TO  THE  CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 
GENERATED  BY  THE  PROPOSED  LEVI  SQUARE  DEVELOPMENT   


1.     Sales  Tax 

The  gross  sales  for  the  proposed  project  are  estimated  at  $1..  64 
million  per  year.     At  a  sales  tax  rate  of  1  percent  for  the  City 
and  County,  revenue  to  San  Francisco  is  estimated  at  $16,400 
annually.     This  figure  would  change  each  year,  based  on  fluctua- 
tions in  sales  volume,  inflation,  and  tax  rate. 


2 .     Fmployees '   Payroll  Taxes 

Employees'  payroll  taxes  are  1.1  percent  of  the  gross  payroll 
(19  77) .     Salaries  of  potential  employees  are  estimated  to  average 
$13,200  a  year.       It  is  estimated  that  there  would  be  3, 310'  employ- 
ees, with  a  total  salary  of  $44,000,000.     Applying  the  1.1  percent 
employees'   payroll  tax  yields  $480,000   per  year  for  the  project. 
The  City  would  also  receive  employees'  payroll  taxes  on  the  sala- 
ries of  construction  v/orkers  in  the  sum  of  $  302,000 


3 .     Parking  Tax 

The  parking  spaces  provided  are  expected  to  generate  an  annual 
gross  income  of  $360,000  (about  $440  annually  per  stall  for  810 
non-residential  stalls) .  Applying  the  15  percent  City  parking 
tax  rate  to  the  gross  receipts,   $53,000   would  be  generated  annually. 


4 .     Utilities  Tax 

Water .     The  estimated  annual  water  bill  for  the  completed  project 
is  $1 j900.      The  utilities  tax   (at  a  rate  of  5  percent)  would 
amount  to  $4  00  annually. 


-'-Nellie  Vernon,  San  Francisco  Water  Department,  telephone 
conversation,   20  October  1977. 


Fuel  Oil.     At  present  rates  the  estimated  annual  feul  oil  bill 
for  the  completed  development  would  be  $77,000.       The  utilities 
tax  on  this  bill  would  be  $3,800. 

Electr icity .     The  estimated  electrical  bill  for  the  completed 
project  would  be  $1,500,000  annually.     At  5%,  the  utilities  tax 
would  be  $75,000.     These  figures  are  based  on  existing  billing 
rates,  which  are  probably  lower  than  actual  future  rates,  as 
the  cost  of  electricity  is  expected  to  rise,  given  the  fact  that 
60%  of2the  electricity  supplied  to  California  depends  on  fossil 
fuels . 


5 .     Property  Tax 

Post  Jarvis-Gann  property  tax  revenues  from  the  property  are 
estimated  at  about  $720,000  based  on  1%  of  $60,000,000  construc- 
tion costs  and  land  values. 


6 .     Personal  Property  Tax 

Personal  property  tax  revenue,  on  personal  property  estimated  to 
have  a  market  value  of  $27,000,000  would  be  $270,000  based  on 
post  Jarivs-Gann  personal  property  tax  rate  of  1%  of  market  value. 


George  Amaroli,  Conservation  Division,  California  Public 
Utilities  Commission,   telephone  conversation,   20  October  1977. 

2 

California  Energy  Resources  Conservation  and  Development 
Commission,  Quarterly  Fuel  and  Energy  Summary:     Second  Quarter, 
1975. 
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APPENDIX  D-1 


TRANSPORTATION  TERMINOLOGY 


ADT 

Accessibility 

Arterial  Road 
Capacity 

Collector  Road 


Directional 
Split 

Freeway 

Full  Control  of 
Access 


HDV 


Interchange 


Level  of 
Service 


(Average  Daily  Traffic)   Total  volume  of  traffic 
crossing  a  fixed  point  over  a  24-hour  period, 
averaged  over  a  month,  a  year  or  several  years. 

The  relative  ease  with  which  a  location  can  be 
reached  via  various  modes  of  transportation. 

A  major  roadway  with  partial  control  of  access. 

Maximum  number  of  vehicles,  riders   (transit)  that 
can  be  carried  during  a  determined  period  of  time. 

A  roadway  with  uncontrolled  access  connecting  ar-r 
terials  and  freeways  to  local  streets  and  private 
residences  and  businesses. 

The  difference  in  magnitude  between  volumes  in  one 
direction  and  volumes  in  the  opposite  direction  on 
a  road  segment. 

High  speed  roadway  with  full  control  of  access. 

Preference  is  given  to  through  traffic  by  pro- 
viding access  connections  with  selected  public 
roads  only  and  by  prohibiting  crossings  at  grade 
or  direct  private  driveway  connections. 

Heavy  Duty  Vehicle.     Any  motor  vehicle  designated 
for  transportation  of  property  and  rated  at  more 
than  6,000  lbs,  from  vehicle  weight  or  designated 
primarily  for  transportation  of  persons  and  having 
a  capacity  of  more  than  12  persons. 

A  system  of  interconnected  roadways  to  provide 
interchange  of  traffic  between  two  or  more  road- 
ways, usually  freeways. 

Several  methods  can  be  used  to  describe  the  operat- 
ing conditions  on  a  given  roadway  when  it  is  accomo- 
dating various  traffic  volumes.     Level  of  service 
is  a  qualitative  measure  of  the  effects  of  traffic 
flow  factors,  such  as  speed  and  travel  time,  inter- 
ruptions, freedom  to  maneuver,  etc.     Levels  of 
service  referred  to  in  this  report  are:-'- 


Definitions  were  derived  from  Highway  Research  Board, 
Highway  Capacity  Manual,   Special  Report  No.   87,   19  65.  These 
are  standard  definitions  used  by  the  San  Francisco  Office  of 
Environmental  Review, 
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Level  of  service  A  describes  a  condition 
of  free  flow,  with  low  volumes  and  high 
speeds.     Traffic  density  is  low,  with 
speeds  controlled  by  driver  desires,  speed 
limits,  and  physical  roadway  conditions. 
There  is  little  or  no  restriction  in  man- 
euverability due  to  the  presence  of  other 
vehicles,  and  drivers  can  maintain  their 
desired  speeds  with  little  or  no  delay. 

Level  of  service  B  is  in  the  zone  of  stable 
flow,  with  operating  speeds  beginning  to  be 
restricted  somewhat  by  traffic  conditions. 
Drivers  still  have  reasonable  freedom  to 
select  their  speed  and  lane  of  operation. 
Reductions  in  speed  are  not  unreasonable, 
with  a  low  probability  of  traffic  flow  being 
restricted.     The  lower  limit   (lowest  speed, 
highest  volume)  of  this  level  of  service  has 
been  associated  with  service  volumes  used 
in  the  design  of  rural  highways. 

Level  of  service  C  is  still  in  the  zone  of 
stable  flow,  but  speeds  and  maneuverability 
are  more  closely  controlled  by  the  higher 
volumes.     Most  of  the  drivers  are  restricted 
in  their  freedom  to  select  their  own  speed, 
change  lanes,  or  pass.     A  relatively  satis- 
factory operating  speed  is  still  obtained, 
with  service  volumes  perhaps  suitable  for 
urban  design  practice. 

Level  of  service  D  approaches  unstable  flow, 
with  tolerable  operating  speeds  being  main- 
tained though  considerably  affected  by  changes 
in  operating  conditions.     Fluctuations  in 
volume  and  temporary  restrictions  to  flow 
may  cause  substantial  drops  in  operating 
speeds.     Drivers  have  little  freedom  to  man- 
euver, and  comfort  and  convenience  are  low, 
but  conditions  can  be  tolerated  for  short 
periods  of  time. 

Level  of  service  E  cannot  be  described  by 
speed  alone,  but  represents  operations  at 
even  lower  operating  speeds  than  in  level  D, 
with  volumes  at  or  near  the  capacity  of  the 
highway.     Flow  is  unstable,  and  there  may  be 
stoppages  of  momentary  duration. 
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Load  Factor 


Level  of  service  F  describes  forced  flow 
operations  at  low  speeds,  where  volumes 
are  below  capacity.     These  conditions  usu- 
ally result  from  queues  of  vehicles  backing 
up  from  a  restriction  downstream.  Speeds 
are  reduced  substantially  and  stoppages 
may  occur  for  short  or  long  periods  of 
time  because  of  the  downstream  congestion. 
In  the  extreme,  both  speed  and  volume  can 
drop  to  zero. 

Measure  of  degree  of  utilization  of  an 
intersection  approach  roadway  during  one 
hour  of  peak  traffic  flow. 


Modal  Split 
or  Mode  Split 


Mode  of  Travel 


Partial  Control 


The  relative  proportion  of  trips  by  each 
mode.     For  example,   if  4  out  of  100  trips 
from  point  A  to  point  B  were  made  by  bus 
and  96  by  auto,   the  bus  and  auto  mode  splits 
would  be  4%  and  96%,  respectively. 

Mode  of  travel  is  the  means  of  transportation, 
whether  by  bus,  car,   subway,  etc. 

In  addition  to  access  to  selected  public 
roads,  only  limited  access  to  private  driveways 
and  crossings  at  grade  are  also  provided. 


Peak  Hour (s) 


Peak  Hour/Peak 
Direction  Factor 

Peak  Hour/Peak 
Direction  Traf- 
fic 


The  60  minute  period (s)    in  which  volume 
on  traffic  is  highest  for  the  day.  The 
peak  hours  are  typically  around  7  a.m. 
to  9  a.m.  and  4  p.m.  to  6  p.m. 

Percent  factor  expressing  peak  hour/peak 
direction  traffic  as  proportion  of  ADT. 

Highest  peak  hour  traffic  of  both  directions 


Uncontrolled 
Access 

Volume/Capacity 
Ratio,  V/C  Ratio 


Design  Speed 


No  limit  to  the  number  of  accesses  to  the 
roadway  is  established. 

The  ratio  of  volume  of  traffic  to  capacity 
for  a  road  or  road  segment.     The  V/C  ratios 
are  useful  to  estimate  levels  of  service 
and  congestion. 

The  maximum  safe  speed  that  can  be  maintained 
over  a  specified  section  of  highway  when 
conditions  are  so  favorable  that  the  design 
features  of  the  highway  govern. 
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APPENDIX  D-2 

TECHNICAL  DETAILS  OF  TRANSPORTATION  IMPACT  ANALYSIS 


a.  Basic  Assumptions 

Transportation  impacts  are  estimated  on  the  basis  of  the 
number  of  employees  (3,310)  that  are  expected  to  work  on 
the  project  site  and  on  the  basis  of  visitors  that  would 
be  attracted  to  the  office  and  commercial  facilities. 

Based  on  an  average  occupancy  of  two  persons  per  dwelling 
unit,  about  622  to  672  people  would  live  in  this  project."^ 
The  travel  impacts  on  the  resident  population  on  transit 
systems  are  not  considered,  since  they  would  be  small  compared 
to  employee  commuting  and  business  travel  and  would  usually 
occur  in  the  direction  opposite  to  the  peak  commuting  traffic. 

The  traffic  impacts  due  to  the  proposed  residential  units 
on  the  adjacent  streets  have  been  assessed  together  with 
the  total  project  impacts  on  adjacent  traffic  conditions 
on  the  basis  of  the  parking  spaces  provided. 

b.  Framework  of  Impact  Analysis 

The  proposed  project  would  produce  different  types  of  trans- 
portation impacts  at  various  levels.     To  be  considered  first 
is  the  additional  travel  by  each  mode  to  and  from  the  down- 
town area,   taken  to  include  the  Financial  district  and  the 
area  north  of  Broadway,  where  Levi's  Plaza  is  planned  to 
be  located.     This  analysis  is  based  on  the  expected  travel 


Telegraph  Landing  contains  189  dwelling  units  housing 
360  residents,  or  1.9  residents  per  unit. 
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behavior  of  the  employees  and  visitors  attracted  by  the  pro- 
posed project.     It  is  assumed  that  this  number  of  employees 
and  visitors  would  represent  additional  employees  and  visitors 
to  the  dov7ntown  area,   in  that  if  they  are  shifted  from  other 
downtown  locations,  as  is  the  case  for  the  Levi  Strauss  em- 
ployees, they  would  be  replaced  by  other  employees  and  visi- 
tors at  those  locations.     The  existing  businesses  and  ware- 
houses at  the  project  site  would  be  replaced  by  the  proposed 
project,  thus  tending  to  decrease  the  base  traffic  that  al- 
ready exists.     This  decrease,  small  and  difficult  to  quantify, 
is  not  considered.     The  estimation  of  the  overall  travel 
impacts  then,  represents  worst-case  projections. 

Once  in  the  downtown  area,  travelers  to  the  project  would 
either  continue  on  the  same  travel  mode  to  the  project  or 
would  change  modes.     Many  would  change  modes,   for  example, 
because  the  original  mode  does  not  come  near  the  project 
or  because  it  would  be  cheaper  to  park  some  distance  away 
from  the  project  site.     Increases  of  traffic  into  the  down- 
town area  would  therefore  be  different  from  increases  on 
adjacent  streets. 

The  second  part  of  the  analysis  addresses  the  travel  impacts 
in  the  area  immediately  surrounding  the  proposed  project. 
The  travel  impacts  that  are  evaluated  are  the  impacts  on 
traffic  conditions  in  the  immediate  vicinity  and  the  effects 
of  the  additional  transit  ridership.     Since  the  additional 
traffic  volumes  on  the  adjacent  streets  would  be  directly 
controlled  by  the  amount  of  parking  supplied  on  the  project 
site,  traffic  impacts  would  depend  on  the  additional  parking 
spaces.     The  number  of  parking  spaces  supplied  would  ulti- 
mately determine  the  amount  of  traffic  generated  by  the  pro- 
ject . 
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c.     Effect  of  Proposed  Project  on  Modal  Splits 

Levi  Strauss  surveyed  its  employees  to  determine  their  current 
travel  behavior  and  their  feelings  about  the  proposed  move. 
About  46  percent  of  the  1,200  employees  responded.     The  break- 
down of  the  different  travel  modes  used  is  shown  in  Table  20. 
(The  first  column  of  figures  totals  more  than  100% 
because  some  employees  gave  multiple  answers.     In  the 
second  column  these  figures  are  adjusted  to  100%.) 

Table  21  shows  the  mode  breakdown  by  car  driver,  car  passen- 
ger,  and  transit  rider  for  each  county  of  origin.     The  totals 
are  slightly  different  from  the  above  tabulation  because 
of  rounding. 

The  move  of  the  Levi  Strauss  corporate  offices  from  Embarca- 
dero  Center  to  the  proposed  Levi's  Plaza  project  would  affect 
the  share  of  passengers  carried  by  different  transportation 
modes   (modal  splits) .     The  offices  would  be  farther  from 
the  major  transit  systems,   so  convenience  of  transit  might 
be  reduced. 

Employees  arriving  by  BART  currently  have  about  two  blocks 
to  walk  to  get  to  work;   in  the  future  they  would  have  to 
walk  about  13  blocks  or  transfer  to  a  local  bus.     In  the 
future,  employees  arriving  by  AC  Transit  or  by  ferry  would 
also  have  to  walk  about  13  blocks  or  transfer  to  a  local 
bus  to  get  to  work.     Service  by  Golden  Gate  Transit  would 
be  more  convenient  since  buses  now  stop  in  front  of  the  pro- 
posed project.     The  reduced  use  of  transit  noted  above  would 
tend  to  be  counterbalanced  by  other  factors,   such  as  poten- 
tial operational  improvements  in  the  transit  systems  and 
increased  parking  costs  in  downtown  San  Francisco.  Imple- 
mentation of  the  MUNI  Planning,  Operations,  Management  (POM) 
study  currently  under  way  by  MUNI  Planners  will  streamline 
and  simplify  MUNI  service.     In  that  study,   it  is  proposed 
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TABLE  20 

Travel  Modes  of  Levi  Strauss  Employees 


Percentage  Adjusted 

Primary  Travel  Mode  incl.  multiples  Percentage 

MUNI  31%  24% 

BART  29  22 

Car  driver  21  16 

AC  Transit  10  8 

i     Golden  Gate  Transit  10  8 

Ferry  7  5 

Car  passenger  6  4 

Walk  5  4 

SP  Train  3  2 

Greyhound  1  1 

Other   (bicycle,  taxi)  8  6 

131%  100% 
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that  bus  service  to  the  project  area  be  upgraded  by  estab- 
lishing around  the  downtown  area  a  two-way  loop  route  serving 

*  the  Southern  Pacific  Depot,  the  Transbay  Terminal,  BART, 
Sansome  and  Battery,  Fisherman's  Wharf,  and  Polk  Street. 

The  share  of  passengers  carried  by  BART,  AC  Transit,  and 
the  ferries  would  be  decreased  by  not  more  than  10% 
as  a  result  of  the  increased  travel  distance   (8  blocks)  of 
employees  from  the  BART  Stations,  the  AC  Transit,  and  the 

•  ferry  terminals  to  the  proposed  project  site.     This  percentage 
is  estimated  to  be  a  realistic  reflection  of  the  aforementioned 
commute  inconvenience  of  employees,  especially  in  view  of 

the  high  costs  of  the  alternative  of  driving  a  car.  The 
proportion  of  Golden  Gate  bus  riders  is  assumed  to  increase 
by  about  10%  due  to  an  improved  level  of  service. 

The  proportion  of  additional  visitor  travel  is  based  on 
traffic  counts  of  office  buildings  undertaken  by  CALTRANS. 
It  is  assumed  that  for  every  1.5  employees  who  arrive  by 
car  there  would  be  one  daily  visitor  arriving  by  car.  Visi- 
tors arriving  by  other  modes  are  not  considered.     Their  im- 
pacts occur  at  off-peak  periods  when  street  and  transit  capa- 
cities are  generally  adequate. 
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